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Also, petition of Lithographers’ Union of New York, favor-
ing protection of home industries—to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

Also, petition of Edward and John Burke, of New York, urging
drawback en containers when of American manufacture—to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petitions of Michael Bruling and Henry Hild, of New
York, urging protection for lithographic trade—to the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of Jed Frye & Co., of New York, regarding re-
duction of duty on certain kinds of fish—to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

Also, petition of post-card manufacturers of New York, favor-
ing a duty on post cards—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of 8. M. Flickinger Company, of Buffalo, N. X.,
against a duty on tea and coffee—to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

Also, petition of the Roessler & Hasslacher Chemical Com-
pany, of New Yeork, favoring 25 per cent duty on cyanide of
sodinm—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of the Paul Taylor Brown Company, of New
York, against increase of duty on canned pineapple—to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. GRIEST: Petition of cigar makers, against the free
entry of cigars and tobacco from the Philippine Islands—to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. HAMLIN: Paper to accompany bill for relief of
James J. Davidson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. HENRY of Texas: Petition from various citizens of
Gatesville, Tex., protesting against the enactment of the so-
called * parcels-post measure”—to the €ommittee on the Post-
Office and Post-Roads.

By Mr. LOVERING: Petition of Charles A, Van Hvera and
others, of the Tenth Congressional District of Massachusetts,
favoring certain passage in tariff bill relative to post cards—
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota: Petition of Cigar Makers'
Union of Bridgewater, 8. Dak., against admission of cigars free
of duty from the Philippine Islands—to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. NORRIS: Petition of residents of Wood River, Nebr.,
against the proposed parcels-post law—to the Committee on the
Post-Office and Post-Roads.

By Mr. PAYNH: Petition of Pomona Grange, of Ontario,
N. Y., favoring a parcels-post law—to the Committee on the
Post-Office and Post-Roads.

By Mr. SHEFFIELD: Petition of E. A. Jolmson & Co. and
80 other printing concerns of Providence, R. I., opposing the
free printing of return cards on envelopes sold by the Post-
Office Department—to the Committee on the Posi-Office and
Post-Roads.

By Mr. SULZER : Petition of Isaac Prouty & Co., of Spencer,
Mass,, for removal of the duty on hides—to the Committee on
Ways and Means,

Also, petition of National Association of Hosiery and Under-
wear Manufacturers, relative to duty on hosiery—to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of Hall & Ruckel, of New York, favoring a
Mrednction of duty on soda ash—to the Committee on Ways and

eans.

Algo, petition of Chelsea Fiber Mills, of New York, against
certain changes in tariff bill (H. R. 1438)—to the Committee on
Ways and Means,

SENATE.

Tuespay, May 4, 1909.

The Senate met at 11 o’clock a. m.
Prayer by Rev. Ulysses G. B. Pierce, of the city of Washington.
The Secretary proceeded to read the Journal of yesterday's
, when, on request of Mr. FuinT and by unanimous
consent, the further reading was with.
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

FINDINGS OF THE COURT OF CLAIMS,

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate a com-
munieation from the assistant clerk of the Court of Claims,
transmitting a certified copy of the findings of fact filed by the
court in the cause of the State of Oregon », United States
(8. Doc. No. 28) which, with the accompanying paper, was re-
ferred to the Committee on Claims and ordered to be printed.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore presented a joint resolution of
the legislature of Wisconsin, which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Immigration and ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

Jolnt resolution 8 A.

Joint resolutlon relating to coolie and Mongolian labor.

Whereas the g;:;ﬁapulnﬁon of the Asiatic nations of h{on,gul.hm origin
has caused the ow of those people into other countries ; an
Whereas the conditions in thfs country peculiarly favor the immi-
gration of those people to our shores; an
Whereas the immigration of those people, by their lower standards of
living and of soclety, has resulted and does result In the lowering of
waﬁ and of the standard of Uving of the American laborers; and
ereas such people are unﬂt to become eitizens of this Republie and
have no intention or desire to fit themselves to become such, but rather
to return after a few years to their native lands, thus remxitmz in an
economic losﬂ to this country; and
Whereas the exelusion ‘the Chinese has tended to preserve the
economic and social weltare of this country : Theutore. be it
Resalwed by the he mmm-ring That we memo-
freu to extend the present Chlneee-exclusion laws 80 as to
ap ly to all Asiatics of Mongolian origin; and
esolved, That a copy of the Ioregoing be immedlately transmitted
the secretary of state to the President of the United Sta
P{ealdent of the Benate, and dpen.ker of the House of Representa
and to each of the Senators an resentatives Iiwm this Btate.

. BANCROFT,
Bpeaker of the Asaambly.
C. F. Bmal mu’
Chief Clerk of the Assembly.
JoHNX STRAN
). President of thexﬁenﬂa.
F. H. ANDREWS,
COhief Clerk of the Senate.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore presented the memorial of
8. J. G. Heinberge and sundry other citizens of Jackson, Mo.,
remonstrating against the adoption of the resolution relative to
railroad rates in Missouri, ete.,, which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Interstate Commerce.

He also presented a memorial of the Parker Improvement
Association of Parker, Ariz., remonstrating against the con-
struction of a dam across the Colorado River above that city,
which was referred to the Committee on Commerce.

Mr. FLINT. I present a memorial, in the nature of a tele-
gram, from the Chamber of Commerce of Fresno, Cal., which I
ask may be read and lie on the table.

There being no objection, the memorial was read and ordered
to lie on the table, as follows:

[Telegram.]
AT FRESNO, CAL., April £0, 1909.
Washington, D. 0.:
F‘ollowing resolutions passed at meeting Chamber of Commerce last

Whereu the proposltlnn to redoce to o minimum the duty on crude
petroleum is now before the Senate of the Unltad States, while ostensihl{
aimed as a blow at the Standard Oil trust, is, in fact, a much
than it is to that portion of the domestic
industry composed of man ousands of independent producers ; for
Whereas the Standard Oll trust, with its untold milllons of capttal
free trade in_erude petroleum mlg trnnsfar its base ot
mtions to the oll fields of Hexlco. and b, e em uymant of
la. r force the independ e.nt producers of the United S tea out of m;l-
%euff and thereby largely increase the power of its monopoly : Therefore

Resolved, Thst tl:e Fresno Coun Chamber of Commerce Is de-
termlned!y opposed to such pro reduction of duty as a serious
menace to an gurtant and xrowlng domestic industry and in no wise
calculated to curb the power or limit the profits of any monopoly.

FRESNO CoOUNTY CHAMBER OF COMMERCE,
By WiLrLiaM RoBERTSON, Secretary.

Mr. FLINT presented a petition of the Chamber of Commerce
of Los Angeles, Cal, and a petition of the Board of Trade of
Kern County, Cal, praying for an increase of the duty on-
asphalt, which were ordered to lie on the table.

He also presented petitions of the Chamber of Mines of Los
Angeles, of the Chamber of Commerce of Los Angeles, and of
the Merchants and Manufacturers’ Association of Los Angeles,
all in the State of California, praying for the retention of the
present countervailing duty on petrolenm, which were ordered
to lie on the table.

Mr. GAMBLE presented the petition of Joseph Hebal, of
Goodwin, 8. Dak., praying for a reduction of the duty on raw
and refined sugars, which was erdered to lie on the table.

He also presented a petition of sundry citizens of Ramona
and Oldham, 8. Dak., praying for the repeal of the duty on
hides, which was ordered to lie on the table.

Mr. BURTON presented petitions of sundry citizens of Steu-
benville, Stoutsville, Painesville, Brecksville, Hubbard, Miller,
Lorain, Salesville, Dayton, Howard, Mount Vernon, Waverly,
New Carlisle, Washington, Sylvania, and Cincinnati, all in the
State of Ohio, praying for a reduction of the duty on raw and

sugars, which were ordered to lie on the table.

ous menace to that nmnupo
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Mr. BRISTOW presented petitions of sundry citizens of Ar-
goniz, Kans., praying for a reduction of the duty on raw and re-
fined sugars, which were ordered to lie on the table.

Mr. RAYNER presented petitions of sundry citizens of Balti-
more, Chesapeake City, SBwanton, and Westminster, all in the
State of Maryland, and of sundry citizens of Washington, D. C.,
praying for a reduction of the duty on raw and refined sugars,
which were ordered to lie on the table.

Mr. STEPHENSON presented a joint resolution of the legis-
lature of Wisconsin, which was referred to the Committee on
Edueation and Labor and ordered to be printed in the Recorp,

as follows:
Joint resolution indorsing United States Senate bill 8323.

Resolved by the assembly (the senote concurring), That we heartily
indorse Senate bill No. 8323, introduced Into the United States Senate
and referred to the Committee on Education and Labor, creating a
national children's bureau, and reguest our United Btn{es Senators
and Members of Congress to support the same. That a copy of this
resolution be transmitted to each of our United States Senators, Mem-
bers of Congress, and to the chairman of the Senate Committee on
Eduecation and Labor.

L. H. BANCROFT,
Bpeaker of the Assembly.
C. E. BHAFFER,
Chief Clerk of the Assembly.
JouN STRANGE,
President of the Senate.
F. E. ANDREWS,
Chief Clerk of the Senate.

Mr. STEPHENSON presented a joint resolution of the legis-
lature of Wisconsin, which was referred to the Committee on
Immigration and ordered to be printed in the Resomp, as fol-
lows:

Joint resolution 8 A.
Joint resolution relating to coolie and Mongolian labor.

Whereas the overpopulation of the Asiatic nations of Mongolian ori-
gin has caused the overflow of those people into other countries; and

Whereas the conditions in this country peculiarly favor the immigra-
tion of those people to our shores; and

Whereas the immigration of those peogle. by their lower standards
of living and of society, has resulted and does result in the lawcrlng
of wages and of the standard of living of the American laborers; an

Whereas such people are unfit to become citizens of this Republic
and have no intention or desire to fit themselves to become such, but
rather to return after a few years to their native lands, thus resulting
in an ecconomic loss to this country; and

Whereas the exclusion of the Chinese has tended to preserve the
economic and social welfare of this country: Therefore, be it

Resolved by the assembly (the senate concu },» That we memorial-
ize Congress to extend e present Chin usion laws so as to
apply to all Aslatics of Mongo origin; and

Resolved, That a copy of the forezoing ‘be immadiatels; transmitted b
the secretary of state to the President of the United States, the Presi-
dent of the Senate, and Speaker of the House of Btg;enentattm. and
to each of the Senators and Representatives from State.

L. H. BANCROFT,
Bpeaker of the Assembly.
C. E. BHAFFER,
Chief Clerk of the Assembly.
JOHN STRANGE,
President of the Benate.
F. E. ANDREWS,
Chief Clerk of the Senate.

Mr. STEPHENSON presented a memorial of the Medford
Advancement Association, of Medford, Wis., remonstrating
against the imposition of a duty on hides, which was ordered to
lie on the table.

He also presented a petition of the Wisconsin Retail Lumber
Dealers’ Association, praying for the removal of the duty on
Canadian lumber, and also for the appointment of a tariff com-
mission, which was ordered to lie on the table.

He also presented petitions of sundry citizens of Ableman,
Appleton, Ashland, Hertel, Hortonville, Melrose, Malone, Ne-
osho, New London, Pleasant Prairie, Plymouth, Port Washing-
ton, Randolph, and Stevens Point, all in the State of Wisconsin,
praying for a reduction of the duty on raw and refined sugars,
which were ordered to lie on the table.

He also presented a memorial of the Chamber of Commerce of
Milwaukee, Wis., remonstrating against a reduction of the duty
on barley and malt, which was ordered to lie on the table.

He also presented a petition of sundry citizens of Florence
County, Wis, praying for a reduction of the duty on iron ore
and Iumber, which was ordered to lie on the table.

He also presented a memorial of the Y. T. and F. Club, of
Menasha and Neenah, Wis., remonstrating against the proposed
increase of the duty on cotton, woolen and silk goods, hosiery,
gloves, and sugar, which was ordered to lie on the table.

He also presented a petition of Typographical Union No. 23,
Allied Printers’ Union, of Milwaukee, Wis., praying for a reduc-
tion of the duty on wood pulp and paper, which was ordered to
lie on the table.

He also presented a petition of the Common Council of Port-
age, Wis.,, praying for the improvement of the levee along the
north bank of the Wisconsin River at that city, which was re-
ferred to the Committee on Commerce.

He also presented a resolution adopted by the Commercial
Club of Mineral Point, Wis, relative to the duty on zine ore,
which was ordered to lie on the table. -

Mr. FRYE presented petitions of sundry citizens of Stetson,
Me., praying for a reduction of the duty on raw and refined
sugars, which were ordered to lie on the table.

BILLS INTRODUCED.

Bills and joint resolutions were introduced, read the first time,
and, by unanimous consent, the second time, and referred as
follows :

By Mr. RICHARDSON :

A bill (8. 2265) to provide for the purchase of a site and the
erection of a public building thereon in the city of Smyrna, Del.;
to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds.

By Mr. STEPHENSON :

A bill (8. 2266) granting a pension to Maria Shannon; and

A bill (8. 2267) granting a pension to Cassius W. Andrew;
to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. BURTON:

A joint resolution (8. J. R. 33) relating to the provisions
of section 10 of the sundry civil act of March 4, 1909; to the
Committee on Commerce.

By Mr. BEVERIDGE:

A joint resolution (8. J. R. 34) disapproving a certain law
enacted by the legislative assembly of the Territory of New
Mexico (with the accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

AMENDMENT TO THE TARIFF BILL.

Mr. NELSON submitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the bill (H. R. 1438) to provide revenue,
equalize duties, and encourage the industries of the United
States, and for other purposes, which was erdered to lie on the
table and be printed.

THE TARIFF.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The morning business is
closed. The calendar is in order. The Secretary will an-
nounce the first bill on the calendar.

The bill (H. R. 1438) to provide revenue, equalize duties, and

encourage the industries of the United States, and for other
purposes, was announced as first in order, and the Senate, as in
Committee of the Whole, resumed its consideration.
. Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, recurring briefly to the par-
ticular subject which was under discussion last evening, I re-
ferred to the manner in which the “ Pollock case,” so called,
was presented to the court. I went no further than to state at
the time that it was in the nature of an agreed case between the
stockholders and the corporation, and that it seemed conclusive
that the Supreme Court, as a matter of fact, had not jurisdie-
tion of it. I desire to call attention very briefly to an excerpt
or two from the opinion and from the statement of counsel for
the purpose of putting myself correctly in the Recorp with
reference to that matter before going to the other subject. I
quote first from Mr. Carter’s brief. It says:

It admits by its ur
process of injll;nctlog,mlit mil,hmﬁggmgwﬁﬁemrmﬁeg{s%%
the law, make the ;l-urescﬂ‘hed returns and pay the tax. Outside of this
Pumstaors ‘Sustuts any! faseh why . SR oF Sl Shoutt oks
jurisdiction of the case and listen to arygnmecnt npc?n t?: qtgu%i:gx w}:ﬁgﬁ
are raised, then there Is some support for the equity jurisdiction invoked
by the ecomplainant.

This argunment was referred to yesterday as a model, and no
one would contend for a moment that the learned counsel who
made it was not capable of making a powerful argument. But
I call attention to the fact that the counsel in his statement
does not commit himself as a lawyer to the proposition that the
court had jurisdiction of the controversy, He says:

And if those circumstances constl
T e e
equitqy jurisdiction invoked by the c%?nplnlnané R UNIERS E S

The court in passing upon the matter at page 554 of the
opinion says:

The objection of adequate remedy at law was not raised below—
where the case was presented entirely by counsel represent-
ing the corporation and the stockholders—
nor Is it mow raised by appell if it coul
at this stage of the gm&mﬁg ;m ,» 80 far ast}t tﬁumv:ftrﬁ;nfga ;E:eli
of the Government to do so, the question of jurisdiction, for the pur-
poses of the case, was uplicftly ved on the argument,

Mr. Justice White, in referring to this matter at page 609 of
the opinion, says:

The act of 1867 forbids the maintenance of any suit “ for the pur-

se of restrainin assessm " A
Pikions of this Ack £Te now fodnd fo Borlesd Brom) ction Susee™

The eomplainant is seeking to do the very thing which, acco! to
the statute and the decisions above referred to, may not be done. If
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the corporator can not have the collection of the tax enjoined, it seems
obviouns that he can not have the corporation enjoined from paying it,
and thus do by indirection what he can not do directly.

- - » * -

- *

The rule which forbids the granting of an Injunction to restrain the
collection of a tax is founded on broad reasons of public policy and should
not be ignored. In Cheatham v. United States (92 U. 8. B85, §9),
which involved the valldity of an income tax levied under an act of
i]ﬁl}llgress sior to the one here in issue, this court, through Mr. Justice

er, said:

“If there existed in the courts, state or national, an{ general power
of impeding or controlling the collection of taxes or relieving the hard-
ship inecident to taxation, the very existence of the Government might be
placed in the power of a hostile judiclary. iDows v. The City of Chi-
eago, 11 Wall,, 108.) While a free course of remonstrance and appeal
is allowed within the danrtments before the money is finally exacted,
the General Government has wisely made the payment of the tax
claimed, whether of customs or of internal revenue, a condition prece-
dent to a resort to the courts by the party against whom the tax is
assessed. In the internal-revenue branch it has further prescribed that
no such suit shall be brought until the remedy by appeal has been
tried ; and, if brought after this, it must be within six months after the
decision on the appeal. We regard this as a condition on which alone
the Government consents to litizate the lawfulness of the original tax,
It is not a hard condition. Few governments have conceded such a
right on any condition. If the compliance with this condifion requires
the party aggrieved to pay the money, he must do it.

It will be observed from the reading of the record in this case,
as I said, that there was an attempt on the part of those inter-
ested in the controversy to do what they could toward waiving
the jurisdiction of the court. The court refers to it in the
opinion as having been waived so far as it could be and the dis-
senting opinion calls attention to the fact that it is the first time
in the history of the court that they have ever entertained an
injunction suit to restrain the Government in the collection of a
tax. I call attention to that for the purpose of extending it in
the REcorp,

Mr. President, the sole arguments against an income tax have
consisted of two propositions, first, those who contend that the
economic definition of an income tax is the proper definition,
and, second, those who contend that the language of the Con-
stitution itself, taken in connection with the history of the
times, discloses that the framers intended to extend the phrase
“direct taxes™ to all property, personal and real, and the
income therefrom,

The economic definition, or the definition given of direct
taxes by the economic writers, was a tax which could not be
shifted, a tax which must be paid by those against whom it is
laid, a tax which must be responded to by the property upon
which the charge is made, and which could not be shifted to

property or to someone else other than the party against whom

the tax was laid. This was illustrated in the Hylton case in
the particular statute which was involved. There the tax was
laid in one clause of the statutes against the earriage which was
used personally by the proper party owning it, and, secondly,
carriages used for hire. In one instance the owner must nec-
essarily pay it. In the other instance the owner might transfer
the charge to the party who paid for the use of the carriage.
That illustrates the difference between a direct tax and an in-
direct tax as defined by the economic writers. -

This is one of the contentions which has been made in regard
to an income tax or the definition of a direct tax from the be-
ginning of the discussion of this matter. It was presented in the
first place in the Hylton case. It was re-presented in Seventh Wal-
lace in the Pacific Insurance case. It was re-presented in Eighth
Wallace in the Veazie Bank case. It was re-presented in Scholey
2. Rew in Twenty-third Wallace, and re-presented again in the
Springer case. In all these different briefs, which were filed
by able counsel, this particular proposition was amplified and
urged. It was contended that the framers of the Constitution
being familiar with Smith and Turgot and the other economic
writers as to what they considered an income tax or a direct
tax had followed the definition given by those writers.

This proposition was specifically answered by Chief Justice
Chase in the Veazie Bank case. Chief Justice Chase, in pass-
ing upon the income tax in that decision, took up specifically
the proposition of an economic definition and answered it, and
contended that the framers of the Constitution were not con-
trolled by that definition.

1t was, therefore, a proposition which had been presented
from the beginning. It was not new to the court in the Pollock
case. It was as old as the argument upon this question from
the start. But it was revived in the Pollock case and re-pre-
sented to the court with much ability, and unquestionably
was taken and accepted by the court as a controlling factor in
the determination of the proposition.

It has been gaid, since the Supreme Court has come to pass
upon other questions in connection with taxation, that it was
not a direct and controlling factor in the income-tax decision.
And therefore I beg the indulgence of the Senate for a moment
while I eall attention to the opinion of the court—both the
opinion of the court and the dissenting opinion—to show that

the Supreme Court accepted, to a considerable extent at least,
that proposition which had been rejected for a hundred years,
reaching a conclusion at last that it was the economic defini-
tion which controlled the framers in the making of the Con-
stitution to some considerable extent at least,

Mr. RAYNER. Mr, President

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from
Idaho yield to the Senator from Maryland?

Mr. BORAH. I do.

Mr. RAYNER. Has the Senator observed the language of
Chief Justice Chase in Veazie Bank v. Fenno, that he just
referred to? Let me read a few lines:

Much diversity of opinion has always prevalled upon the question,
What are direct taxes? Attempts to answer it by reference to the
definitions of political economists have been frequently made, but with-
out satisfactory results. The enumeration of the different kinds of
taxes which Congress was authorized to impose was probably made
with wvery little reference to their speculations. The great work of
Adam Smith, the first comprehensive treatise on political economy fin
the English language, had then been recently published; but in this
work, though there are passages which refer to the characteristic differ-
ence between direct and indirect taxation, there is nothing which affords
any valuable light on the use of the words * direct taxes " in the Con-
stitution. "

Then he goes on to say:

What does appear in those discusslons, on the contrary, supports the
construction. r. Madison informs us that Mr. King asked what was
the precise meaning of direct taxation, and no one answered.

That was Rufus King, in speaking of a definition of a direct
tax. Rufus King rose in the convention and asked what direct
taxes were. There sat Madison and Hamilton and Martin and
Pinckney and all the rest of the great lawyers of that day, and
no one answered him.

What I want to ask the Senator is this: Does the Senator
think that at the time that provision was put in the Constitu-
tion there was any accurate definition of what direct taxes were?
I am just asking the question, not to interrupt the Senator or
by way of any opposition to what the Senator says.

Mr. BORAH. I am aware, Mr. President, that there are
those who believe that the framers of the Constitution did not
know the meaning of the language that they were using in the
great charter which they were making. I am not of that faith.
1 believe that the fathers, when the history of the surrounding
circumstances is closely studied, will be found to have known
and understood precisely the definition of the phrase * direct
taxes,” and that especially would the careful makers of that
great instrument have refrained from putting into the Con-
stitution a phrase which was ambiguous after their attention
had been called to the fact that it was ambiguous.

1 believe, on the other hand, the mere fact that the guestion
of Mr. King was not answered was a mere incident in the dis-
cussion. It does not indicate for a moment that those who
used the phrase did not, as a general rule, understand precisely
how it was being used.

I think I will show before I go very much further that Mr.
Hamilton, to whom reference was made, did understand and
had a direct and definite idea of the meaning of direct taxes;
that he explained at the time in his own proposition which he
submitted to the convention; that while there might have been
those in the convention who did not have a definite or specifie
idea sufficient to express it, yet as a consensus of opinion in the
convention it was very well and very thoroughly understood.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Mr. President—

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from
Idaho yield to the Senator from Utah?

Mr. BORAH. 1 do.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. The statement is made in the Madison
papers, to which the Senator from Maryland has called atten-
tion, that Rufus King asked the question, What is a direct tax?
I think the question, though, was What is direct taxation? Per-
haps there is no difference. Evidently the question challenged
the attention of the convention, because Madison goes on to
say that no one answered it, and he seems to attach some im-
portance to that fact. If I understand the position of the Sen-
ator from Idaho, it is that direct taxes are of two kinds, aud
two only, namely, a capitation tax and a land tax,

Mr. BORAH. And the improvements of land.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Well, that amounts to the same thing—
a capitation tax and a land tax, The question I desire to sub-
mit to the Senator is this: If that was within the intention of
the framers of the Constitution, and if the answer to the ques-
tion “ What is a direct tax?" was so simple as the Senator from
Idaho now seems to think it is—namely, that it was only a capi-
tation tax and a tax upon land—is it not a little remarkable
that somebody did not answer him?

AMr. BORAH. I do not look at it in that way.

I think the

simplicity of the thing makes it more plain as to why they did
not answer it—because of the fact that it might not have been
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regarded as a matter of serious contentlon and of debate. I
might ask the question here as to what is an excise tax. A
man would know in a moment what the general idea was, but
it would take him three hours to tell what it was, in view of
all the decisions of the courts upon the matter. It might be
true, with reference to that situation, that they had a general
and even a definite idea as to what they understood the defini-
tion to be, but no one considered it essential to define it pre-
clisély; or it might have been due entirely to the exigencies of
debate, the matter being asked in a easual way and urged aside
by other matters.

Another thing: The framers of the Constitution did not spend
any time in making precise definitions of the exact terms which
they used. It has been commented upon by such men as Mar-
shall and other writers on the Constitution time and time
again that they were not there making a dictionary of political
science or political words or law terms; that they were framing
a general law for a general government, which they expected
to be consirued in a general way to meet the conditions and
emergencies which should arise in the future, and never in a
technical way.

I will come more directly, however, to that in a few moments,
when I come to discuss the actual debate which took place
with reference to this precise clause.

When I come to that debate we will find out that a definition
was given in a general way and that the faets and circum-
stances surrounding the discussion point without any question
to the exact understanding of the framers. It has been sald
time and fime again that very little took place in that conven-
tion. Not a great deal did take place, but enough took place
to show precisely what they understood by direct taxation.

I was saying that this idea of a shiftableness of the tax had
been presented many times to the court and was re-presented in
the Pollock case. I further stated that since the Pollock de-
cision it has been said, in view of the necessity of leaning away
from it again, that it was not controlling in that ease. I want
to call attention to the language of the court in the Pollock case:

The first question to be consldered iIs whether a tax on the rents or
income of real estate is a direct tax within the meaning of the Constl-
tutlon. Ordinarily all taxes paid primarily by persons who can shift
the burden upon some one else or who are under no legal compulsion to
{J:}' them are consid taxes; but a tax u;ion protperty holders

res of their estates, whether real or personal, or of the incomes
yleld said estates, and the payment of which can not be avolded,
are direct taxes. Nevertheless it may be admitted that although this
definition of indirect taxes is prima facle correct and to be app in
consideration of the question 'ore us, ‘yet that the Constitution may
bear a different meaning and that such meaning must be recognized.

They proceed to discuss the other feature of it. Again the
court said, in the majority opinion:

The Federalist demonstrates the value attached by Hamilton, Madl-
son, and Jay to historical experience and shows they made a ecareful
study of many forms of government. MAany of the framers were par-
ticularly versed in the literature of the perlod—Franklin, Wilson, and
Hamlilton, for example. Turgot had pnﬁla.hed. in 1764, his work on
taxation and in 1776 his essay on the formation and distribution of
wealth, while Adam Smith's Wealth of Natlons was pubilghed in 1776.

All leading up to the final conclusion that this was uppermost
in the minds of the framers of the Constitution. Again the
court quotes approvingly from Mr, Gallatin's works:

The most ﬁenerauy received opinion, however, is that by direct taxes
in the Constitution those are meant which are raised on capital or
revenue of the people; by Indirect, such as are ralsed on their expense.
As that opinion is in itself rational and conformable to decizsion which
has taken glace on the subject of the carriage tax, and as it appears
important for the sake -of preventing future controversies which may
be not more fatal to the revenue than the tranguillity of the Union
that a fixed interpretation should be generall opted it will not be
improper to corroborate it by quotin%h%.he author from whom the idea
seems to have bheen borrowed. He then quotes from Smith's Wealth
of Nations, and continues: * The remarkable coincidence of the clause
of the Constitution with this passage in using the word *ecapitation’ as
a generic expression including the different s es of direct taxes—an
acceptation of the word peculiar, it is belleved, to Doctor Emith—leaves
little doubt that the framers of the one had the other In view at the
time and that they as well as he, by direct taxes, meant those a
directly from and falling immediately on the revenue, and by in
those which are paid indirectly out of the revenue falling immediately
upon the expense.”

The court was evidently relying, as the court had always
refused to do before, upon this indirect-tax definition as given
by the economie writers.

Mr. Justice White, in his dissenting opinion, specifically refers
to this fact. He says: - .

Now, after a hundred years, after long-continued action by other
departments of Government, and after repeated adjudications of this
court, this interpretation is overthrown and Co is declared not
to have the power of taxation, which may at some time, as it has in
the Eazt, prove nec to the very existence of the Government. By
what process of reasoning is this to be done? By resort to theories in
order to econstrue the word “ direct” in its economic sense instead of
in accordance with its meaning in the Constitution, when the very
regsult of the history which I have thus briefly recounted is to show
that the economic construction of the word was repudiated by the

e themselves and has been time and time again rejected by the
cour y

Again Mr, Justice White says:

It seems evldent that the framers, who well understood the meani
of this word, have thus declared in the most positive way that it sh
not be so construed in the sense of Bmith and Turgot. .

The argument, then, it seems to me, reduces itself to this: That the
framers well knew the mean of the word *“direct;" that so well
understanding it, they practlcally Interpreted it in such a way as to

lainly indicate that it had a sense contrary to that now given to it
fn the vlew adopted by the court; although they thus comprehen
the meaning of the word and interpreted it at an ea.rge date, their
interpretation is now to be oyerthrown by resorting to economists
whose construction was repudiated by them.

Mr. Justice Brown says in his dissenting opinion in regard to
the shiftableness of the tax:

By resurrecting an argument that was exploded in the Hylton case,
and has lain rncticail{ ormant for a hundred years, it is made to do
duty in nul ng not this law alone, but every similar law that is not
based upon an impossbile theory of apportionment.

Mr, Justice Harlan also, in his dissenting opinion, calls atten-
tion to the fact that this economic definition which had been
urged upon the court for so many years and rejected had been
called into life for the purpose of overturning the decisions of
the court of a hundred years, and I think we may reasonably
conclude that whatever may be gaid, in view of the later deci-
sions, the Supreme Court of the United States interwove into
the argument and into the decision as an elementary fact in the
decision the economic definition of a direct tax,

Now, Mr, President, what has become of that definition since
the income-tax decision? I think I will show in a few mo-
ments—and I do not propose to take up the time of the Senate
to read authorities—that that definition, strong as it was in
that case, controlling as it was in reaching a conclusion, has, by
the unanimous opinion of the Supreme Court, so far as this par-
ticular point is concerned, been swept entirely away and re-
jected in toto, as it had been for a hundred years before the
Pollock case,

The first inheritance-tax case which went to the Supreme
Court for consideration was the case of the United States v.
Perkins. It came up from the State of New York. It involved
the constitutionality of the inheritance-tax law of the State of
New York.

A citizen of the State of New York, having died, left a part of
his property to the Government of the United States. The
question was raised that it was not within the power of the
State to tax property belonging to the Government, which is
true, and that it was not within the power of the State to tax
the right of the Government to take property, which is true.

Therefore the Supreme Court was confronted with the propo-
sition of meeting that which had been settled so long, that you
could not tax the property of one sovereignty by the action of
another, and that the instrumentality of one government can
not be embarrassed and taxed by another. This property which
had been left to the Government was to be subjected to the
tax, or at most the right to take the property was to be sub-
Jected to the tax. The Supreme Court said that it was not a
tax upon the legacy itself after it had become the property of
the United States, but it was a tax upon the property before it
was distributed to the United States. That it, the property,
came to the Government diminished of the tax.

If that is true, Mr. President, what becomes of the economic
definition of the shifting of the tax to some one else? Was
if not a direct tax upon the property itself? Could the tax on
the property be shifted? Could it be transplanted to some
gltheir party to be made to pay the tax? That seems to be con-

usive.

Again, in the case of Knowlton v. Moore, in One hundred and
seventy-eighth United States, the national inheritance tax of
1898, which was a part of the war-revenue act of 1898, came
before the court for consideration. Those who accepted the
income-tax decision and were at the same time con:
against the constitutionalify of the inheritance tax presented to
the court this proposition :

That the income-tax decision rested upon the proposition that
that was a direct tax which could not be shifted, and that that
was an indirect tax which could be. If that was true, the in-
heritance-tax law of 1808 must necessarily go out. But the
Supreme Court in that case, by a unanimous opinion of the
court so far as this particular point is concerned, took up the
proposition of this economic definition of a direct tax and re-
jected it, as it had consistently and without a dissenting voice
done for a hundred years before the Pollock case.

So far as this proposition, which had such an important bear-
ing in the Pollock case, is concerned, there can be no possible
doubt but what it has been swept away entirely by the unani-
mous opinion of the Supreme Court of the United States. They
have said once and for all that that argument which was pre-
sented in the Hylton case, which was presented in the Pacific
Insurance case, and the Springer case, and which was rejected,
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is by this court rejected again, although no man can read the
income-tax decision and not conclude that it was a controlling
and elementary proposition in the determination of that case,

In my opinion the presentation of this matter on that one fact
alone to the Supreme Court of the United States is warranted
in view of the subsequent decisions.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Idaho
yield to the Senator from Utah?

Mr. BORAH. I do.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Does not the Supreme Court in the
Knowlton case distinguish that case from the Pollock case and
gay in the Knowlton case that an inheritance tax was not a
tax upon the property but a tax upon the devolution of prop-
erty? Let me ask the Senator whether or not he sees any dif-
ference between a tax of that character, upon the devolution of
property, and a stamp dufy upon a deed? The Senator will
concede that we have no power under the Constitution to im-
pose a tax upon land unless by the rule of apportionment. Yet
I take it the Senator will also concede that we have power to
1m[t|oege a stamp duty on the deed by which the title was pre-
sented.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I am aware the Supreme Court
distinguished the Knowlton case from the income-tax case, but
that was on another subject entirely. That was not with
reference to the economic definition of the tax. They did notv
distinguish upon that proposition. They took that up bodily,
met it, and rejected it. The distinction came when they came to
deal with the question whether the tax was upon the property
or upon the right to take property, which I will come to later.
I may say in passing that I am not discouraged when I find the
court distinguishing a case, because it seldom overrules and
quite often distinguishes, It distinguished the Hylton case; it
distinguished the Pacific Insurance case, the Scholey case, and
the Springer case. Yet I think there is no doubt in the mind
of any man in the world but what it specifically overruled all
those cases in the Pollock case; it was called “ distinguishing.”

Now, I propose to show briefly, Mr. President, with reference
to the historical definition of the tax, having passed from the
economic definition, that, in the first place, it had no basis as
to historic fact; in the second place, that it also was rejected
by numerous decisions of the Supreme Court of the United
States; and thirdly, that while it was controlling in the Pollock
case, it also has been, in my judgment, although not specifically,
I am frank to admit, rejected by the Supreme Court since the
Pollock case. The historic definition, as I said a few moments
ago, is based upon the proposition that the direct-tax phrase of
the Constitution, taken in connection with the historie circum-
stances and facts which surround it, show that the framers of
the Constitution understood by a direct tax a tax upon all kinds
of property—personal, real, and the income therefrom. Those
who oppose that view contend that the historie definition shows

- that they had in mind alone the tax upon persons, or a capita-
tion tax, and a tax upon land.

I desire to call attention to the language of the Constitution,
in order that we may have it before us for the purposes of the
discussion :

8ec. 8. The Congress shall have power to lay and collect taxes, duties,
imposts and excises, to pay the debts and provide for the common de-
fence and general welfare of the United States; but all duties, imposts
and excises shall be uniform throughout the United States.
. - L * * * -

No capitation, or other direct, tax shall be laid, unless in propor-
tion to the census or enumeration herein before directed to be taken.
. - L d - - - -

No tax or duty shall be laid on articles exported from any State.

It is conceded, looking at the language alone for a few mo-
ments, by all commentators upon the Constitution, and it has
been stated by the Supreme Court of the United States time and
time again, that it was in the purpose of the makers of the Con-
stitution to grant full and plenary power to the National Gov-
ernment to lay taxes. It was intended that the National Gov-
ernment should have complete power to tax every persgon and
every species of property within its wide and broad domain.
There can be no question about that.

It is true that the convention provided two rules by which it
sghould be done, by the manner in which the tax should be laid;
but the power to lay taxes was complete and full, and intended
to cover all'persons and property within the wide domain, wher-
ever they might be found. Those men who had had experience
with the Articles of Confederation, who had had experience with
drawing upon the States for their sustenance, did not propose
to have the National Government shorn of any of its power to
lay taxes upon all the property which it had within its control
or in its dominion. And yet they say to us, Mr. President, that
the makers of the Constitution, who intended to give to the Na-
tional Government the power to lay taxes fully and completely,

then prescribed a rule which destroys the power which they
intended to grant, because it is conceded that if you can not lay
taxes upon the income from real estate and personal property,
except by apportionment, it is a practical impossibility, and that
they have prescribed a rule which destroys the power that they
fully intended to grant to the General Government,

That of itself upon the face discloses that the framers of the
Constitution did not intend by direct taxes that which ecould not
be apportioned. They said direct taxes should be apportioned.
They intended to give a full power to tax. They intended to
give a practical power to tax, and to give a tax which would be
equitable and just, and yet in the next breath you say to us that
they have prescribed a rule which makes it impractieable, im-
possible; in fact, unjust and incapable of apportionment,

Mr. Chief Justice Marshall said many times that we should
give to the language contained in that great instrument a rea-
sonable and practical construection.

The English statutes and the English law for a hundred years
prior to the adoption of the Constitution of the United States
had made the distinetion in their statutes and in their laws
which is made to a very large extent in the Constitution of the

United States. We use the word “ duty ” to-day in common par-.

lance as applying to a charge laid upon goods which are brought
into this country, but for a hundred years in the old ancient
statutes and in the English law the word “ duty " covered every
kind of charge or tax which was laid upon property other than
that charge which was laid upon real estate. If you will recur
to your old Blackstone you will find that Blackstone in defining
taxes refers to the charge which was laid upon land, and when
he refers to the other charges upon property, personal property,
houses, incomes, salaries, offices, windows, and every species of
personal property which was taxed, it is referred to invariably
as a duaty.

It is much more reasonable to assume that the framers of the
Constitution, thirty-one of whom were lawyers, were controlled

and influenced by this usage of a hundred years than that they.

were controlled by an economic definition of a new writer upon
a dismal subject, which was at that time receiving very little
consideration at the hands of the general publie. '

You remember that Edmund Burke, in his great speech upon
conciliation with America, said that some of the most profound
lawyers of the English-speaking tongue were found at that time
in the English colonies of America. He said, furthermore, that
it was disclosed by the bookstores of London that more coples of
Blackstone were sold in America at that time than were sold
in London or in England. Governor Gage, the governor of
Massachusetts, said in one of his messages across the water: “1I
have a government of lawyers; the people are lawyers; they are
familiar with your statutes; they know your laws better than
you know them yourself.”

And he complained that they had found techniealities by
which they had evaded the laws which were drawn by the best
English lawyers. These men were entirely familiar—not only
the makers of the Constitution, but their constituents and the
people generally—with the English statutes, They knew the
phrases which had been used and were in common use.

Let me call your attention to a few extracts on that subject,
and I might call your attention to more. Blackstone referred to
taxes and duties as follows, not using his exact language, but
speaking from memory :

Taxes charge on land, duty, everything else—houses, windows,
improvements on real estate, and all kinds of personal property,
on servants, coaches, horses, offices, and salaries.

These taxes were incorporated in the act of 1867, which re-
ferred to them as “ taxes” and duties.

The title of the act of 1703 was as follows: “An act granting
aid to Her Majesty by land tax, ete.”” This was made perpetual
in 1798, and was still called a “land tax.” The other form of
taxes which were assessed were invariably referred to in the
statutes as “ duties.” Thus in 1696 we have an act for granting
to His Majesty several rates or duties upon houses. In 1796
we have the terminology for repealing the several duties upon
houses, windows, and lights, and another for establishing a uni-
form duty on dwelling houses. We have also a statute re-
ferring to duties on coal, cinders, and =o forth. Then we have
the tax law of the elder Pitt in 1758 “ for granting to His
Majesty several rates or duties upon offices, pensions, houses,
ete.”

These words had well-defined meaning in the English law and
were familiar to the framers of the Constitution.

Lands were the only basis of direct taxes in the States at the
time of the adoption of the Constitution.

In that conmection, too, and as a part of the historic facts
leading up to the adoption of the Constitution, we ought to look
for a moment at the Articles of Confederation.
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Mr. SUTHERLAND. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Idaho
yield to the Senator from Utah?

Mr. BORAH. I do.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Before the Senator leaves the guestion
of the discussion of English writers, I understand he is re-
ferring to those authorities for the purpose of attempting to es-
ttﬁblish that an income tax is not a direct tax. Am I correct in

at?

Mr. BORAH. I was referring to those authorities to show
that when the fathers referred to taxes, they referred to taxes
upon land; and when they referred to duties, they referred to
taxes upon all personal property.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. For what purpose does the Senator
refer to the English writers—for the purpose of showing that an
income tax is not a direct tax, or for some other purpose?

Mr. BORAH. I was referring to the English writers for the
purpose of showing that they made the distinetion in this way:
That when they referred to charges imposed by the Government
upon land, they called it a tax; and when they referred to a
charge imposed by the Government upon all personal property
and income and such things, they called it a duty. Therefore
the firthers might very aptly have used the word “duty” in
the Constitution as covering the same class of taxes which the
English writers have covered.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Does the Senator think that these Eng-
lish writers bear out his contention that an income tax is not
a direct tax?

Mr. BORAH. I think that the English authorities bear out
specifically what I have said—that they referred to a charge
upon all kinds of property except real estate as a duty.

& Mr. SUTHERLAND. The Senator does not answer my ques-
on.

Mr. BORAH. I answer your question precisely.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Let me put it again. Does the Sena-
tor think that the English authorities to which he has referred
bear out his contention that an income tax is not a direct tax?

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I have not cited these authori-
ties with reference to that proposition specifically, and I am
not citing them with reference to that proposition. If the Sena-
tor will understand me, I will state again that the framers of
the Constitution used the word “ duty ” and the word “tax” in
the sense of the English statutes and English law. In the
sense they used those words “ duty " covered everything except
taxes upon land, and “ taxes™ covered land.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Let me put the question in a different
way, then. Does the Senator think that the position of the
English writers prior to the adoption of the Constitution was
that an income tax was not a direect tax?

Mr. BORAH. I never ascertained that prior to that time
they had that imposition on them. I have ascertained that
after that time somewhat, pretty nearly seventy years, they re-
ferred to it as a direct tax.

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. President—

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Idaho
yield to the Senator from Texas?

Mr. BORAH. I do.

Mr. BAILEY. Permit me to say that the English income tax
was first levied after our Constitution had been adopted.

Mr, SUTHERLAND. I am quite aware of that fact, and was
just about to refer to it. The income tax was levied in England
after our Constitution was adopted, and it was called by the
English Parliament and by the English courts a direct tax.

Mr. BORAH. Yes; that was after our Constitution was
adopted.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. The point to which I desire to call the
Senator’s attention is that the English Parlinment and the
English courts, with all of these English authorities before
them, held that the income tax was a direct tax.

Mr. BAILEY. Will the Senator from Idaho permit me?

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from
Idaho yield to the Senator from Texas?

Mr. BORAH. Certainly.

Mr. BAILEY. The Senator from Utah must know that the
practical construction, however, of that income tax was that a
tax on the income upon a security was not a tax on the security
itself; in other words, the government obligations had been is-
sued to be free of taxes, and when the younger Pitt came to
raise revenue he contended that a tax on an income was not a
tax on the obligation itself, and he levied it accordingly in the
face of the exemption of the obligation from that tax.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. But what the Senator from Texas [Mr.
Barey] has stated does not alter what I have said, namely,
that the English Parliament and the English courts have uni-
formly held that an income tax was a direct tax,

XLIV—107

Mr. BAILEY. I understand, Mr. President; but I made the
rejoinder to the Senator for the purpose of showing that the
authorities he has quoted still sustain the Senator from Idaho
[Mr. Borag], because they hold that the tax on the income of
a subject is not a tax on the subject itself, and, if they are right,
then a tax on the income of land is not equivalent to a tax on
the land itself,

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I shall now refer to the Articles
of Confederation, We find in the eighth article of confederation
this statement:

All charges of war and all other expenses that shall be ineurred for
the common defense or general welfare and allowed by the TUnited
Btates In Coniress assembled shall be defrayed out of the Common
Treasury, which shall be supplied out of the several States in propor-
tion to the value of all lands within each State ‘franted to or surveyed
for angeperson. as such land and the buildings and improvements thereon
shall estimated according to such mode as the United States in Con-
gress assembled shall from time to time direct and appoint.

The Articles of Confederation, of course, can play very little
part in our conception of that situation as we view it to-day;
but they were an important matter in the minds of those men
met for the purpose of framing the Constitution. There were
many men met in that convention who believed that it would be
sufficient to rearrange the Articles of Confederation, granting
more power, and let the matter stand precisely as it was. In
these articles we find the same expression of sentiment with ref-
erence to the manner in which they should collect taxes, which
they deemed at that time a levy upon the States, and that was
by a levy upon land. It is not, of course, conclusive, but one of
the incidents, the facts, and the circumstances surrounding the
situation. Mr. Hamilton, in his constitutional plan which he
submitted to the convention, said:

Taxes on lands, houses, and real estate and capitation taxes shall be
rtioned in each State upon the whole number of free persons, except
ians, ete. (Art. .7, sec. 4.)
Here is certainly a very clear statement of what one of the
leading spirits of that convention understood by the phrase
“direct taxes.” “Taxes on lands, houses, and real estate and
capitation taxes” should be apportioned, in the view of Mr,
Hamilton.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. But the convention rejected that.

Mr. BORAH. I maintain, Mr. President, that that conven-
tion did not reject it. The language was changed, but the prin-
ciple which was therein enunciated was the exact principle
which the convention adopted, although, I repeat, they changed
the language. In the Federalist Mr. Hamilton says, referring to
taxes:

Those of direct kind (referring to taxes), which princlpally relate to
land and buudirggs, may admit of a rule of apportionment. Either the
value of the land or the number of the people may serve as a standard.

Now, Mr. President, this leads us up to the convention. What
happened in the convention? Upon the 3d of July, 1787, the
convention took up in earnest the question of representation.
The grand committee accepted as a basis of compromise Doctor
Franklin’s proposition, that they should have one representa-
tive for every 40,000 people; that each State should have an
equal vote in the Senate; and that all bills for revenue and
appropriation should originate in the House of Representatives.
The discussion ranged from the 8d of July until the 12th,
Some were in favor of apportionment upon the basis of num-
bers; some upon the basis of property or wealth. Finally there
arose in the convention this discussion, coming particularly
from South Carolina and Georgia, that they desired sufficient
representation to prevent an unnecessary burden being placed
upon their slaves in the way of taxes and upon the vacant and
unoccupied lands of the South. More than one thing entered
into this question of representation, but one of the controlling
propositions in the convention, and one which disturbed it, was
upon the part of the South endeavoring to protect their slaves
against an unnecessary burden of taxation by reason of the
sentiment of the North, and of laying an arbitrary value upon
land which would be unfair to the vacant and unoccupied lands
of the South.

There is one thing that we ought not to forget here in this
discussion, and that is that the agitation upon the slavery ques-
tion at the time of the meeting of the convention was the most
severe that occurred at any time until the abolition movement
began, years after the Constitution was framed. It is said that
the English, who had for a time stopped in New York and other
portions of the country, had started a propaganda, which led to
the agitation throughout the colonies with reference to the free-
dom of the slaves. An antislavery soclety had just been organ-
ized in New York, of which Alexander Hamilton had been made
secretary and of which Jay and Livingston were active mem-
bers; and Doctor Franklin had just been made president of an
antislavery society in Pennsylvania. And it will be remembered
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that the good old Quakers of Pennsylvania appeared before
Congress from 1783 to 1787, petitioning Congress to abolish
slavery, and upon the very day and in the very week that the
convention met in Philadelphia for the purpose of framing the
Constitution the Presbyterian synod met and were discussing
the question of abolishing slavery, and they passed a resolution
to that effect, and the people of Pennsylvania sent a petition to
the Constitutional Convention itself asking for the abolishment
of slavery; which petition, however, was not presented.

Mr. BACON. Mr. President, I should like to ask the Senator
a question,

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from
Idaho yield to the Senator from Georgia?

Mr. BORAH. Certainly.

Mr. BACON. How many States at that time had the insti-
tution of slavery?

Mr. BORAH. Practically all.

Mr. BACON. That is the faect; but I think Massachusetts
was probably an exeeption.

Mr. BORAH. It is true as to practically all, but I think
the Senator will agree with me, from reading the debates of
the convention, that the discussion with reference to the
matter was from the States of South Carolina and Georgia.

Mr. BACON. That is true. I did not mean to take issue

with the Semator. I simply wished to supplement the very

important information which he is giving.

Mr. BORAH. Yes; I agree with the Senator that practically
at that time slavery very generally extended throughout the
Btates, but it was known that the agitation against it was
lénuch stronger in the certain Northern States than in the

outh. =

Mr. BACON. It was anticipated even at that time that the |
climatic conditions would make a difference in the main-
tenance of the institution.

Mr. BORAH. Yes. Finally, Mr., President, after the disens- |
sion hdd ranged over the different fields of compromise for sey-
eral days, upbn the 10th day of July, 1787, an incident occurred |
in the convention which ought not to be overlooked. That was
the last day that Lansing and Yates, of New York, appeared
upon the floor of the convention, Upon the 10th day of July,
1787, Mr. Lansing and Mr. Yates left the convention floor at the
request of the governor of their State, Mr. Hamilton alene re-
maining, without a vote, however, in the convention. This left
the convention solely in control of what, in the minds of the con-
vention, were the Southern States. At last it was suggested—
and I think the suggestion came from Mr. Williamson, of North
Carolina—that in estimating the slaves s of n slave
should be equal to his master; and Old Virginia, although con-
gidered a Southern State, with a united delegation voted in
favor of that proposition. It was at that time that South Caro-
lina and Georgia, through their representatives in the conven-
tion, stated to the convention that they would not be satisfied
with that situation; that, in their opinion, in order to protect
their slaves from unjust taxation and their vacant land in the
Sounth from arbitrary valuation they should have a representa-
tion egual to the Northern States, and in order to have that rep-
resentation they must necessarily have equal representation for
their slaves. Upon the night of the 11th of July, 1787, a debate,
heated during the day, was closed by Gouverneur Morris, a dele- |
gate from Pennsylvania. He sald—I can not guote his exact
langnage, but very mnearly: “I am placed in the dilemma of
either doing an injury to the Southern States or an injury to |
humanity, and I prefer io do injury to the Southern States. I |
am not willing,” he said, “to give encouragement to the slave
trade by giving them equal representation for the megro.” That
suggestion at that time was answered by the representatives of
South Carolina and Georgia stating that what they desired was
equal representation, and that was the only way by which it
could be had. I

Mind you, up to this time, Senators, there had been no sug-
gestion in that convention as to the apportionment of taxes. |
And so the night of the 11th of July came and went, and it is |
conceded to be one of the tragic and eveniful nights in the |
history of that convention. Mr. Mason, of Virginia, said that
he could i1l be spared from his home, but he was willing to bury |
liis bones in that city before going home without some result.
Others lamented the unfortunate situation in which they were |
placed. Upon the morning of the 12th of July, 1787, Gouverneur |
Morris came into the convention, and for the firrt time mowved
the convention to apportion taxes and representation wpon the !
basis of numbers. This gave protection to the people who were
uneasy about the taxation of their slaves amd their vacant
lands

M; President, what was the obstacle that they were trying
to &void? What was the bone of contention of the southern

representatives? The southern representatives were asking for
sufficient representation to protect that which they deemed nec-
essary to their interests and prevent excessive taxation on their
slaves and arbitrary taxation of lands which were not as valu-
able as those in the North. When we take into consideration
what they were seeking to avoid, is it not reasonable to conclude
that when Mr. Morris suggested this he was suggesting relief
in regard to those specific matters?

I want to call your attention to a witness who was there and
who ought to know, and the language of this prominent member
of that convention is borne out in full and complete by the
records of that convention,

The provision—

Referring to a direct tax—

OTY, A majorit;
States had but few slaves, and several of them a limited territory
settled, and in a high state of cultivation. The Southern States, if no
provision had been Introduced in the Constitution, would |

wholéf at the mercy of the other SBtetes. Congress in such case

tax slaves, at discretion or arbitrarily, and land in ever t of the
Union, after the same rate or measure—so much a hens mrthe first
instance, and so much an acre in the second. To guard them against
imposition in these particulars was the reason of introducing the clause
in the Constitution which directs that Representatives and direct taxes
shall be apportioned among the States according to their respective

numbers.

That is the language of Mr. Patterson in the Hylton case.
He was not only an active member of the convention, as the de-
bate shows, but a participant in this particular debate from
day to day from the 3d of July to the 12th of July, when it
was finally settled. Will men living a hundred years after
those who participated in the debates in that convention, and
who knew the point of controversy and the obstacle to be
avoided, undertake to pass judgment upon what the framers of
the Constitution meant by direct taxes when the participants
in the convention have given their own interpretation of the
charter?

I speak at all times, Mr. President, with due Tespect and
regard for the great tribunal whose judgments we are review-
ing, but I can not understand, in the light of the history which
surrounds this phrase and the language of the men who made it
and interpreted it, how it could ever have been misinterpreted
or misconstrued or how there could be misunderstanding as to
what the framers understood direct taxes to mean when they
put those words in the Constitution.

Suppose, as the Senator from Utah [Mr. SuraerLaxp] has
said, somebody had risen to answer Mr. Rufus King, and had
stated that the term *“direct taxes” means so and so, would
it have been more positive, more conclusive, more binding than
the facts of the convention and the language of Justice Patter-
son, who consirued it before the ink was hardly dry with which
they wrote the parchment?

Now, Mr, President, suppose we pass the Hylton case for a
moment as a decision, and review it as an historic fact only,
and very briefly, because it has been enlarged upon by the
Senator from Texas [Mr. Baney], and I will not undertake to
glean where he has harvested. As an historic fact alone, here
is a decision rendered a very short time after the Constitution
was made, and rendered by some of the men who made the
Constitution, because Wilson and Patterson were both active
in that debate and participated in this particular debate. Does
it not seem that they would have had a clear conception of
the purposes and objects of the convention, and can it be con-
ceived that those men knowingly wounld have given a loose
construction to the language or one which was not sustained
by the facts in the convention? So, if we view it not as a
decision, or guarrel about its being dicta, but simply as an
historic fact, it is conclugive fo the minds of reasonable men
that these men understood precisely what they were doing
when they put that phrase into the Constitution—that it was
put there fo overcome a particular obstacle, and that obstacle
was to secure the protection of the slaves from a burden of
taxation and arbitrary taxation upon land.

Mr. President, I will now briefly refer to some of the deci-
sions since that time——

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Mr. President, before the Senator
leaves the Hylton case, I should like to ask him a question.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Idaho
yield to the Senator from Utah?

Mr. BORAH. Certainly.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. In the opinion rendered by Mr. Justice
Chase in the Hylton case, this language oceurs:

The Constitation evidently contemplated no taxes as direct taxes, but
roportion to the «censns. The rule

adopted in such cases where it can
Ject taxed must ever determine the appli-

of a

only such as Congress coul in
pportionment is only tohga
reasonably apply, and the sub
cation of the rule.
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If the Senator will follow on the language that succeeds, he
will see that, in the opinion of that justice, the test of what was
a direct tax was whether or not it could be fairly apportioned,

Mr. BORAH. Yes.

Mr, SUTHERLAND. Justice Chase says nothing about the
reasons which the Senator gives, but puts his conclusion upon
what I have stated. I want to ask the Senator whether he
agrees with that reasoning of the justice?

Mr. BORAH. I do.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Then, the Senator thinks that the test
of a direct tax is whether or not it can be fairly apportioned?

Mr. BORAH. I think that is one test.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. One of the tests, Let me put this
question——

Mr. BORAH. That would be the test if we were viewing it
aside from any historic fact surrounding it.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. That, as I understand, is one reason
why the Senator thinks a tax upon incomes is not a direct tax,
because it can not be fairly apportioned. Let me put this case
to’the Senator: The Senator agrees that a tax on houses and
buildings is a direct tax under the Constitution——

Mr. BORAH. Yes; if they are part of the real estate.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Suppose that Congress should pass a
law providing that all buildings 12 stories in height should pay
a tax; would the Senator regard that as a direct tax or an in-
direct tax?

Mr. BORAH. All buildings over 12 stories high?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. All buildings over 12 stories in height.
Would the Senator regard that as a direct tax or an indirect
tax?

Mr. BORAH. If they were part of the real estate, I would
regard it as a direct tax.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. And yet the Senator must concede that
that tax could not be as fairly apportioned as a tax on carriages,
because there are comparatively few States in the Union that
have many buildings of that character, and some that have none
at all. If the Senator concedes that, what becomes of the rule
laid down by the court that a direct tax is only a tax which
can be fairly apportioned?

Mr. BORAH. Well, Mr, President, I may be dull of compre-
hension, but, if I am not excessively so, the position of the Sen-
ator proves conclusively the contention which I am making
here. I may have misunderstood the Senator.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. What did the Senator say?

Mr. BORAH. I apprehend that its impossibility makes it
pretty hard to answer.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. I think the Senator intended to use
the word “ inexpedient.” It may not be expedient to lay a tax
of that kind, but it is not impossible.

Mr. BORAH. I think it is impossible as a practical fact.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. It is inexpedient to do it.

Mr. BORAH. No; I do not agree with the Senator,

Mr. SUTHERLAND. What I am asking the Senator is, sup-
pose Congress did lay a tax of that character?

Mr. BORAH. Suppose there was a railroad to the moon—
I do not know how the engine would get up there—but suppose
there was, how would it get up there? [Laughter.]

Mr. SUTHERLAND. The Senator is asking a question that
does not seem to have very much application to the case I am
putting to him. The Senator thinks that sort of a tax is im-
possible. Let me put this case: Suppose that Congress should
lay a tax upon all buildings with a value exceeding $5,000,000.
The Senator, in view of his position that wealth ought to pay
the burden of taxation, can not regard that as an impossible
case.

Mr. BORAH. I regard it—

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Suppose Congress should levy a tax
upon buildings exceeding in value $5,000,000. Such a tax could
not be fairly apportioned.

Mr. BORAH. Suppose. I ask the Senator how you would
frame a law to do that? Then you get to the practical proposi-
tion of it, and that illustrates my position exactly, that the
framers of the Constitution intended that a direct tax should
be such as could be apportioned, and that which could not be
apportioned should be an indirect tax.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. ‘Then, if I understand the Senator's
answer, it is that a tax upon buildings exceeding in value
$5,000,000 would not be a direct tax?

Mr. BORAH. I do not understand that that would be a prac-
tical proposition or apportionable under the provisions of the
Constitution.

Mr. SUTHERLAND.
answer, I am.

Mr., BORAH. I am exceedingly gratified that I have satis-
fied the Senator at last.

If the Senator is satisfied with that

Mr. President, after the Pollock case was decided, the Supreme
Court was called upon a number of times to meet the reason-
ing of that case in different tax cases. I do not, of course,
wish to be understood as saying that the Supreme Court has
expressly overruled the income-tax case; but I want to call
attention to some matters in connection with later decisions
which are worthy of some consideration. Before doing so, how-
ever, I want to read a rule which has since been laid down
by the Supreme Court with reference to the levy of taxes, which
is the right rule and ought to have been laid down before the

income-tax decision was rendered. It is found in One hundred .

and seventy-third United States, where the principles of the
income tax were presented to the court in a contest against the
validity of a certain tax which it was claimed was a direct tax.
The court said:

The whole power to tax is the one great power upon which the whole

national fabric is based. It is as necessary to the existence and pros-
perity of a nation as is the air he breathes to the natural man. tls
but it is also the power to keep alive.

not only the power to destroy,
Y Th gh

e commands of the Constitution in this, as in all other
respects, must be obeyed; direct taxes must be apportloned, while in-
direct taxes must be uniform throughout the United States. But while
yielding obedience to these constitutional requirements, it is no part
of the duty of this court to lessen, impede, or obstruct the exercise of
the taxing power by merely abstruse and subtle distinctions as to the
particular nature of a specific tax, where such distinction rests more

n the differing theories of political economists than upon the prac-
tical nature of a specific tax, where such distinctions rest more upon
the differing theories of golitlﬂll economists than upon the practlcnl
nature of the tax itself. In deciding on a tax with reference to these
requirements no microscopic examination as to the P'I.'I.l‘e] economic or
theoretical nature of the tax should be indulged for the purpose of
placing it in a category which would invalidate the tax. As a mere
abstract, scientific, or economic problem a particular tax might pos-
sibly be regarded as a direct tax, when as a practical tax it mlgﬁ:t quite
lainly appear to be indirect. Under such ecircumstances, and while
?ullowing a disputable theory might be indul as to the real nature
of the tax, a court would not be justified, for the purpose of invalldating
the tax, in placing it in a class different from that to which its prac-
tical results would consign if, Taxation is eminently practical, and Is,
in fact, brought to every man's door; and for the purpose of decidin,
upon its validity a tax should be regarded in its actual, practica
results rather than with reference to those theoretical or abstract ideas
whose cor ess Is the subject of dispute and contradiction among
those who are experts in the science of political economy.

I think I need hardly say to lawyers that that rule would
have made impossible the decision in the income-tax case, be-
cause the income-tax decision at last rests upon the technical
proposition that a tax upon incomes is a tax upon the real
estate, which is techniecal in the most technical sense, and
which has been, so far as it has ever been considered by other
courts, rejected as an unsubstantial technicality.

The inheritance-tax cases proceeded upon two propositions:
First, that it is a tax upon the property, or, secondly, it is a tax
npon the right to inherit or to take property. I do not care
for the purpose of this case whether you consider it as a tax
upon the property or a tax upon the right to take property.
It is frreconcilable with the proposition laid down in the
income-tax decision. If it is a tax upon property, it is a direct
tax in view of the income-tax decision. If it is a tax upon
the right to take property, it indirectly affects real estate just
the same as a tax upon incomes indirectly affects real estate.

For instance, a number of state authorities and the Supreme
Court of the United States in Seventeenth Howard said that
an inheritance tax was a tax upon the property. Of course if
that be true, Mr. President, then it must necessarily, in sus-
taining that tax, overthrow the reasoning of the income-tax
decision, because they are laying a tax directly upon the prop-
erty itself and it is not shiftable.

Mr. HEYBURN. I should like to suggest, without inter-
rupting the Senator, that the principle of an inheritancg tax
is a fee for the waiver of the Government to the property. In
the absence of law the property would all go to the Govern-
ment, and it is merely the fee that the Government charges
for waiving its right.

Mr. BORAH. The question occurs to me——

Mr. BACON. That could not be the reason in the case of
the Federal Government.

Mr. BORAH. No.

Mr. HEYBURN. I beg pardon.

Mr. BACON. I say that conld not be the reason in the case
of the Federal Government, because the Federal Government
could not possibly have any right of escheat.

Mr. HEYBURN. I think it would be the case in regard to
the lord of the fee, whomsoever it might be, The principle
would not be changed by the fact that it was the Federal
Government.

Mr. BACON. If the Senator will pardon me, what T mean is
that the principle can not apply in the case of the enactment of
a law imposing an inheritance tax by the Federal Government,
because the fee does not rest in the Federal Government and
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can not rest there, and no power of escheat can possibly reside
in the Federal Government.

Mr, HEYBURN. In the absence of law it would rest there.

Mr. BACON. Oh, no; never.

* Mr. BORAH. I think my colleague is correct with reference
to the state decisions. I think he is incorrect when you come
to sustain any national inheritance tax. If there is anything
well settled by the decisions of the Supreme Court of the United
States, if anything may be considered settled by the precedents
of years and years, it is that the Federal Government can not
tax the powers of the State or the incidents of that power.
‘When you can not tax the thing, you can not tax the incidents of
that thing; and when you can not tax the powers of the State
to regulate inheritances, you can not tax the incidents of that
power, and we are driven to the position either of overturning
that long line of authorities or sustaining the inheritance-tax
law upon the proposition that it is a tax upon property.

Mr., HEYBURN. I will merely say, with the permission of
the Senator, that it is a tax upon the right to inherit property.

Mr. BORAH. And that is a right which rests alone within
the power of the States to regulate, and an incident of that
power can not be taxed any more than the right itself.

Mr. HEYBURN, I did not intend to go into the guestion of
the difference of the rule as pertaining to the State and the
Federal Government. I merely felt impelled to point out what,
in my mind, was the difference between a tax upon property and
a tax upon the right to take property.

Mr. BORAH. I understand fully the position of my colleague,
But, Mr. President, let us examine that for a moment in the
light of the national inheritance tax. I am perfectly aware that
the state courts have held, time out of mind, that an inheritance
tax is a tax upon the right to take property or the right to
transmit property. They have varied as to whether it was the
right to take or the right to transmit. But, as said by Mr.
Justice White, the right to regulate the inheritance of property
is a thing solely within the control of the State, and over which
the National Government has no control whatever, and that you
can not tax the incidents of that right any more than you can
tax the right itself.

For instance, way back in the case of McCulloch v. State of
Maryland, the Supreme Court of the United States held that you
could not tax the stock of a corporation organized for the pur-
pose of performing the functions of government. It said in
the case of The Collector ». Day that the National Government
could not tax the salary of a state officer—not the office, not
the right to hold the office, but it could not tax the emoluments
of the office; and they held in the case of Dobbins ». The Com-
missioners of Erie County, vice versa, that the state govern-
ment could not tax the salary of a federal officer. They held in
the case of Weston et al. ». City Council of Charleston that you
could not tax the stock of the Government, for the reason that
it was taxing the power of the Government to borrow money. In
other words, it is well settled and well established that where
you can not tax the thing, you can not tax the incidents or
the emoluments or the fruits or the functions of that thing. I
say, if it is a power of the State to regulate the right of in-
heritance, you can not tax that right and you can not tax the
incidents of it. You can only tax the property.

1 wish to call attention to the language of the Supreme Court
upon that to show I am entirely correct. For instance, in sus-
taining the inheritance-tax law they use this language, by way
of illustration, because it was contended there that the tax
was unconstitutional, and they said:

Thege imports—

Referring to imports—

These imports are exclusively within the power of Congress. Can
it be said that the property when imported and commingled with the
goods of the state can not be taxed because It had been at some prior
time a subject of exclusive regulation by Congress?

Certainly not, and what are you taxing? Can it be said,
says the justice, that the property which has been subject to
regulation of interstate commerce can not be taxed? Unques-
tionably it can, but you are taxing the property. You can not
tax the right to import goods. You can not tax the right to
engage in interstate commerce. You can only tax the property
after it has passed beyond interstate commerce.

And again he says:

Interstate commerce {8 often within the exclusive regulating power of
Congress. Can it be asserted that the property of all persons or cor-
porations engaged in Interstate commerce is not subject to taxation by

the several States because the Congress may regulate Interstate com-
merce.

Certainly not, but again I say we are not taxing the right to

engage In interstate commerce or intrastate commerce, but we |

are taxing the property which has been subject to it, and when
you come to examine that authority in the light of the previous
decision you will find that the Supreme Court is sustaining a
tax which is laid upon the property itself,

But suppose we pass from that for a moment. Suppose we
take the Supreme Court and the decisions upon the proposition
that it is the right to lay a tax upon the right to transmit
property or the right to inherit property. Is it not a tax indi-
rectly affecting all the property a man inherits? The tax in
the income case was not upon the rent. It was upon the in-
come, and yet they said that being upon the income it indirectly
affected the real estate. No one contended that it was a direct
tax upon real estate, but that it simply indirectly affected the
real estate, You take, then, and lay a tax upon inheritances.
We will assume for the sake of the argument that it is a tax
upon the right to inherit, but it indirectly affects the real estate
just as it did in the income-tax decision.

Furthermore, the tax law of 1898, which was sustained, pro-
vided that the tax should be laid upon the property and that
the tax should be a lien upon the property until it was paid, and
yet it was sustained.

But, again, that same law had in it a clause which provided
that transfers inter vivos should be taxed. In other words, if
I, in contemplation of death, should transfer my property to
the Senator from Arkansas, has the state granted any right to
do s0? Has the state any power over that matter? And yet
the Supreme Court has said that that is subject to an inher-
itance tax, and it can only be sustained upon the theory that
:1ti is a tax either upon property or a tax upon permission to

e

But let us view this in another way. We remember the case
of Scholey v. Rew (23 Wallace). That was an inheritance-tax
case. It was sustained in the Supreme Court, and I desire to
quote the language of the Supreme Court:

Whether direct taxes, In the sense of the Constitution, comprehend
any other tax than a capitation tax and a tax on land is a question
not absolutely decided, nor is It necessary to determine it in the present
case, as it is expressly decided that the term does not include tax on

income, which can not be distinguished In principle from a succession
tax, such as the one Involved in the present controversy.

They decided in Twenty-third Wallace that an income tax
could not be distinguished in principle from an inheritance tax,
and Mr, Justice White, in commenting upon that, says:

Again in the case of Scholey v. Rew, the tax in questlon was lald
directly on the right to take real estate by inheritance, a right which
the United States had no power to control. The case could not have
been decided in any polnt of view without holding a tax upon that
right was not direct, and that therefore it could be levied without ap-

rtionment. It is manifest that the court could not have overlooked

he question whether this was a direct tax on land or not, because in
the argument of counsel it was said that If there was any tax in the
world that was a tax on real estate which was a direct tax that was
the one. The court sald it was not, and sustained the law. I repeat
that the tax there was Fnt directly upon the right to inherit, which
Congress had no power to regulate and control. The case was there-
fore greatly stronger than that here presented, for Congress has a right
to tax real estate directly with agponinment. That decision can not
be explained away by saying that the court overlooked the fact that
Congress had no power to tax the devolution of real estate and treat
it as a tax upon such devolutlon. Till it be said of the distinguished
men who then adorned this bench that although the argument was
pressed upon them, that this tax was levied directly upon the real estate,
they lpinumd the elementary principle that the control of the inherit-
ance of realty Is a state and not a federal function? But even if the
case proceeded upon the theory that the tax was on the devolution of
the real estate and was therefore not direct, is it not absolutely de-
cisive In this controversy? If to put a burden of taxation on the right
to real estate by Iinheritance reaches on!ly b{
sald that a tax on the income, the result of all sources of revenue, in-
cluding rentals after deducting losses and expenses which thus reaches
rentals indirectly and real estate Indirectly through the rentals is a
direct tax on the real estate itself.

This was the case of Scholey v. Rew, decided in 23 Wallace,
and the same doctrine was upheld again in the inheritance cases
since the Pollock case was decided.

Mr. President, just a word with reference to one phase of this
matter, and I will close.

The Supreme Court said in the income-tax case that a tax
upon rent was a tax upon real esate. I want to submit a few
propositions for the consideration of the Senate upon that mat-
ter to see whether or not they are correct.

It will be remembered that this tax was not upon real estate,
that the tax was not upon the rent, but it was upon the income
which might have come from it, and therefore it was twice re-
moved from the real estate, and it could only be considered
after the rent had been earned and collected.

I undertake to say it is well established by the authorities
that the transfer of earned rent does not transfer the real estate
or any interest in real estate.

That the transfer of real estate does not transfer either the
earned and uncollected or the collected rents of real estate,

indirection, how can it be
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That the transfers of the rents or incomes from real estate
for any limited period of time does not transfer any interest in
the real estate.

That the earned but uncollected rent is personal property and
has always been so considered and held by the courts.

That collected rent is personal property and has always been
g0 considered and held by the court.

That the earned rents and colleeted rents have been and are
considered and treated and taxed where taken at all in the dif-
ferent States of the Union as personal property.

That in the States where the wife owns her separate property
and where community interests arise and are recognized that
the rents from real estate, which real estate is her separate
property and not liable for the debts of her husband, is held to
be personal property and community property and liable for the
husband's debts.

That there is no other case to be found in the history of
American jurisprudence or in the history of English jurispru-
dence in which it has been held that a tax upon collected rents
is a tax upon real estate.

I challenge successful contradiction to that proposition. The
income-tax decision is the Alpha and the Omega upon that
proposition. I ask the lawyers of the Senate to present from
American jurisprudence or from English jurisprudence a single
ease which has ever held that a tax upon collected rents is a
iax upon real estate, All the authorities which are to be found
are the other way, and that is when rents are earned they be-
come personal property, separated and treated as personal prop-
erty. They do not go to the estate as real estate, and they are
not considered in any sense as related to or connected with the
real estate. (4 Tex. Civ. App., 483; Tiffany, T78-770; Wash-
burn, sec. 1520; Burden v. Thayer, 3 Met., 76; Ball v. Co., 80
Ky., 503; Condit ». Neighbor, 13 N. J. Law, 83; Earl v. Grim,
1 Johns Ch., 494; Fonereau v. Fonereau, 3 Atk., 815; Robinson
v COQ!?W' T Penn. St., 61; Van Rensellar ». Dennison, 8 Bar-
ber, 23.)

In concluding, Mr. President, I only wish to say that, in
my opinion, this matter could very well be resubmitted to
the Supreme Court of the United States upon two proposi-
tions, and with all due respect and consideration for that
high tribunal: First, upon the facts of history, which have
been revealed as to the intent and purposes of the framers
of the Constitution, which did net appear to be presented to the
court at that time; and, secondly, in the light of the decisions
which have been rendered by the court since the income-tax
decision. We know one thing coneclusively—that one of the
controlling factors in the income-tax decision has been, by the
unanimous court, rejected. We know another thing as lawyers,
and that is that the principles laid down in the income-tax cases
are irreeoncilable with the principles in the inheritance-tax
cases; and it is no challenge to that tribunal for men who are
engaged in another department of government, seeking to find
their way in the discharge of their solemn duties, to ask that
this greaf question, which involves one of the great national
powers, be again submitted to that court for consideration.

I place my advocacy of the income-tax proposition upon a
higher plane than that of raising a little revenue for the Gov-
ernment for the next few years. I believe it involves a great
constitutional power, one of the great powers which in many
instances might be absolutely necessary for the preservation of
the Government itself. I believe that the Censtitution as con-
struoed is the same as granting an exemption to the vast accu-
mulated weaith of the country and saying that it shall be re-
lieved from the great burden of taxation. I do not believe that
the great framers of the Constitution, the men who were fram-
ing a government for the people, of the people, and by the peo-
ple, intended that all the taxes of this Government should be
placed upon the backs of those who toil, upon consumption,
while the aceumulated wealth of the Nation should stand ex-
empt, even in an exigeney whieh might involve the very life of
the Nation itself. This ean not be true; it was never so in-
tended; it was a republic they were building, where all men
were to be equal and bear equally the burdens of government,
and not an oligarchy, for that must a government be, in the end,
which exempts property and wealth from all taxes.

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, the Senator from New York
[Mr. Roor] has asked me to allow him to file some figures with
the Senate at this time, and I have agreed to do so.

Mr. ROOT. Mr. President, I wish to put upon the record
in immediate juxtapesition with the very admirable and able
argument of the Senator from Idaho [Mr. BoraH] some figures,
and but a few, which bear upon a subject discussed in a few
words here yesterday,

Senators who have had long experience in the courts are
sometimes led by the. habit of advocaey to state the special
propositions upon which they rely a little strongly, a little out
of drawing with the facts which should accompany them, and
I should be sorry to have go to the country the impression that
would be derived from some of the statements made by the
Senator from Idaho, standing alone, with regard to the present
burden of taxation.

It is not a fact that in this Republic property does not now
bear a very great proportion of the burden of taxation. I find,
in looking at the precise figures since the little eolloquy that
took place here yesterday, that in 1902, which is the last year as
to which I find complete figures available for comparison, the
property in the United States upon which the ad valorem taxes
for the support of the Government, county, municipal, and other
local governments, were levied amounted at a frue value to
$97,810,000,000; that ad valorem taxes were levied upon that
property at the rate of seventy-four one-hundredths of 1 per
cent; that is, in round numbers, three-fourths of 1 per cent; and
that would amount in round numbers to the equivalent of an
income tax of 15 per cenf upon all the property in the United
States, assuming an income of 5 per cent, which is a high figure
to place upon the income from property. It is a very high
figure, because as a matter of fact the owners of real estate
generally throughout the eastern States do not expect to re-
ceive and do not receive any such income.

In the State of New York, which contains substantially one-
seventh of the entire taxable preperty of the United States, the
holders of real estate do not expeet to realize more than from
3% to 4 per cent net. And if you assume those figures for the in-
come, this rate of taxation would mount up to the equivalent of
an income tax of between 20 and 30 per cent.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from New
York yield to the Senator from Idaho?

Mr. ROOT. I do.

Mr. BORAH. May I ask the Senator from New York who
at last pays the large portion of the real-estate tax in this
country, the real-estate owner or the renter?

Mr: ROOT. That is a question of the shifting of taxes,
which can be put regarding every tax. The tax is imposed
upon the property. It is paid by the owner of the property.
Where the final imposition of the tax is, in the ultimate shift-
ing and distribution, is an entirely different question.

Mr. BORAH. But if an income tax was in existence it
would tax a part of the income of the man who had shifted it
to the renter, would it not?

Mr. ROOT. Oh, yes; there is no doubt about it. But that
is not all the tax that is imposed upon property. There are
also a great variety of taxes other than ad valorem taxes—
taxes upon corporations, taxes in the nature of licenses, taxes
for the right to carry on business of various kinds, income
taxes, inheritance taxes. The amount of revenue derived from
taxes of that kind falling upon the property owners amounts to
so great a sum that in the State of New York no taxes levied
directly upon real or personal property are any longer neces-
sary for defraying the expenses of the State. I observe that
the appropriations of the state legislature in the State of New
York at the session which has recently concluded were about
$37,000,000.

All of that, Mr. President, will be paid from taxes of the
character I have now described other than ad valorem taxes
levied upon real or personal property, and the addition of such
taxes brings up the revenues of the loecal divisions of the coun-
try to a substantial equality with the expenditures, which I
find for the year 1902—that is, the receipts of the States, coun-
ties, and municipalities, and other local subdivisions of the
country—were $1,156,447,000. That billion one hundred and
fifty-six million and more was all raised by taxes levied in the
different ways that I have deseribed upon property in the
United States, and making the allowance of 5 per cent income,
these exactions from property would amount to the eguivalent
of an income tax of 23 per cent.

So, while my friend the Senator from Texas [Mr. Batwey]
proposes to levy an income tax of 3 per cent, and my friend the
Senator from Iowa [Mr. ComMINS] proposes to levy an income
tax beginning at 2 per cent and graded along up to 6 per cent,
and while I am not now arguing against the imposition of an
income tax, I beg the Senafors to remember in their arguments
that property in the United States does now bear a tax for the
support of government in the United States equal to nearly
eight itlmes the income tax that they are proposing to ossess
upon it.
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I submit to the candor of the Senators who have spoken upon
this subject and to those who may speak hereafter that it is an
erroneous view, and I think a mischievous view, to present to the
people of the country, who have not the ready access to statis-
tical data that we have, that the property owners of the United
States do not now bear a substantial part of the burdens of
government.

Mr. BRADLEY obtained the floor.

Mr. BAILEY rose.

Mr. BRADLEY. I yield to the Senator from Texas, if he de-
sires to say anything.

Mr. BAILEY. A moment only. I will trespass upon the
courtesy of the Senator from Kentucky to say this much in
reply to what the Senator from New York [Mr. Roor] has said.

He will not find any statement of mine to the effect that the
property of this country does not pay a tax. He will, however,
find in more than one place where I have asserted that the prop-
erty does not contribute to the support of the Federal Gov-
ernment,

The Senator from New York [Mr. Roor] and the Senator
from Massachusetts [Mr. Lopee] both interrupted the Senator
from Idaho [Mr. Borau] yesterday afternoon with this same
suggestion. Instead of constituting an argument against an
income tax, the statements which they made constitute, to my
mind, a strong argument in favor of it. In other words, they
have both asserted that in these counties and in these States
which are so close to us, and which the people so completely
govern, the tax has been laid on property and not on consump-
tion. I perfectly understand that in many States those prop-
erty taxes have been supplemented, as the Senator from New
York now says, by taxes upon corporate franchises and by
taxes upon various occupations.

Although it is not pertinent to this discussion, I have no
hesitation in declaring that a tax on any useful occupation
can not be defended in any forum of conscience or of common
gense. To tax a man for trying to make a living for his fam-
ily is such a patent and gross injustice that it should deter any
legislature from perpetrating it.

I do not hesitate to say that every occupation tax in Ameriea
ought to be repealed, because it is a tribute exacted by sover-
eignty from a man because of his effort to make a living for
himself and his family. I do, however, heartily subscribe to
the tax upon corporate franchises, because they are the crea-
tions of the State and often possess a tremendous value. A
franchise of any corporation is valuable. If it were not, the
incorporators would not seek it. The value of many has never
yet been measured in dollars. Therefore, when the State cre-
ates a corporation and endows it with faculties that are so valu-
able, it should be taxed. It possesses almost every faculty the
citizen possesses with respect to property, and it possesses a
faculty not possessed by the citizen and the value of which can
not be computed. I mean by this to say that the corporation
knows exactly the day that has been appointed for it to die, and
it can extend its life indefinitely. It notonly possessesthat valu-
able faculty, but most of the States exempt those who own its
stock from loss beyond a certain extent. The individual who
engages in any business embarks his whole fortune in the en-
terprise. He is responsible for every dollar of debt contracted,
and yet he can only earn what his business nets. On the other
hand, the corporation can earn, just as the citizen can, the en-
tire net profits of the business, but it does not stand the same
risk of loss; it does not incur the same hazard that the man
of flesh and blood incurs. A corporation is permitted to make
all that is possible, and yet has a limitation on its losses.
That is such a valuable advantage that it is small wonder that
States have learned to tax them, and the wonder is that they
have not learned it sooner and have not exercised it to a'larger
extent.

But laying aside these taxes on corporations and corporate
franchises and laying aside these taxes upon occupations, the
States support themselves almost exclusively by a tax on prop-
erty and not by a tax on consumption.

Now, why is this? The States were older than the Union,
because without them the Union could not have been formed.
They antedated it. The people who compose the States must
at last be the same people who compose the Union. The States
are the elementary condition. In that elementary condition
the States deemed it just and wise to lay their taxes on prop-
erty and not on the appetites and the backs of the American

le.

T‘Le States take the toll from the people for protection; for
the protection given in the cities for fire and police protection;
in the States for the protection of the property and personal
rights, including the great rights of inheritance, accumulation,

and descent. It is for those rights that the State compels the
citizen to return a portion of his property, the whole of which
the State protects. It compels a portion of it to be returned
because it is necessary for the State to spend it in protecting
these great, fundamental, and natural rights of every man.

But, sir, does the Federal Government protect no right?
A costlier one than any State safeguards. The very men with
these colossal fortunes are the ones who travel over the world,
and about them they carry the American flag, always for their
protection. Go and consult the expenditures of the Govern-
ment. What does this army and what dees this mighty navy,
whose ships now vex the waters of every sea, cost the Ameriean
people? More than $200,000,000 a year to maintain them. This
vast sum is spent to protect the rights of American citizens at
home and abroad. How few of the men who pay this tax on
consumption ever invoke the Government's great power to pro-
tect them while they travel in a foreign land! Not one of them
in ten thousand, because their lean purses do not permit them
to indulge in the luxury of foreign travel. It is the rich and
prosperous for whose protection these ghips and these battalions
are sometimes needed.

But if you do not need them for the rich and powerful who
trave! in idleness abroad, then yon need them to protect the
Republic; to protect it from foreign invasion, to protect it from
foreign insult. I do not think you need as many ghips as you
build, nor do I think you need as many soldiers as you enlist.
But still you need the nucleus of an army and a navy, and they
constitute an enormous expense.

The rights protected by the Federal Government are as essen-
tinl, and I might almost say as sacred, as those protected by
the States. If the States lay the cost of the protection which
they afford upon the property of men, why should not the Fed-
eral Government do likewise? Why is it more just to compel
men to contribute according to their wealth to support the state
administration than it is to compel them to support the federal
administration?

I go further than the Senator from Idaho has gone. I believe
not that wealth ought to supplement e tax which consumption
pays, but I believe wealth ought to bear it all. I think it is a
monstrous injustice for the law to compel any man to wear a
suit of clothes and then tax bhim for buying it. I think it is
not right, when God made us hungry, and in obedience to His
law we are compelled to appease our appetite, to charge us be-
cause we must keep soul and body together by taking food. I
believe that the Government ought no more to tax a man on
what he is compelled to eat and wear than it ought to tax him
on the water he drinks or upon the air he breathes. I believe
that all taxes ought to be laid on property and none of it should
be laid npon consumption.

Mr. President, there is one addition to the property tax that I
would make. I would compel a man whose earning power from
brain exercised in one of the professions or from inventive
zenius is great to pay on his income beyond a certain point.
When a lawyer like the Senator from New York can earn at
the bar, of which I am glad to say he is the honored head,
$150,000 every year, I think he ought to be made to pay the
Government a tax on that earning power, because in taking
from him the small tribute which the law exacis we subtract
no comfort from his home. I believe that any man in law or
medicine or any other employment in life who exhibits an
earning capacity far beyond the necessities of his home ought
to be compelled to pay the Government which protects him in
the exercise of his talents and in the accumulation of this
wealth, He ought to be willing to pay, and I am willing that
he should be made to pay. But save and except only this earn-
ing capacity of talent or of genius, I would lay every dollar’s
worth of the Government tax upon the property of men and
not upon the wants of men.

None of us, except the simple Democrat of the old-fashioned
school, have all we want, but many of us have all we need.
After we have satisfied our needs, then the Government has a
right to take its toll.

But what shall our friends on the Republican side say to us?
Did they not ask in the bill as it came from the House that we
lay a tax on inheritance? That is worse than laying a tax on
income, because it may often happen that even under the inheri-
tance provision as it came from the House, an orphan’s educa-
tion would depend upon the moderate bequest that had been
made to him or her.

More than that, the attempt to tax an inheritance is an inter-
ference not only with the rights, but with the established policy
of the States. Thirty-odd of them, and among them the State
of New York, levy an inheritance tax, and many of them derive
a handsome revenue from its collection. I think an inheritance
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tax is a wise provision of state policy, and I would grade them.
But, Mr. President, I forget that the Senator from Kentucky has
so courteounsly yielded to me armd I must not trespass further
on his time. I will return to the subject perhaps again.

Mr. BRADLEY. I suppose the Senator from Texas, like my-
self, was so much impressed with the good things he was say-
ing that he forgot he was trespassing on my time.

Mr. President, considering all that has been said upon the
income tax this morning, I feel just a little lost in calling the
attention of the Senate to another matter foreign to the discus-
sion we have listened to with so much pleasure.

The distingunished chairman of the Finance Committee told
s in his opening remarks that the bill which is before us was
drawn along the lines of the protective policy. This is true in
some respects, while in others the statement is incorrect.

We were told further by the distinguished chairman during
this debate when questions were asked as to why given duties
had been placed upon certain articles, that it was done to pre-
vent thelr annihilation. To-day I desire for a short while to
call the attention of the Senate to an industry which, situated
as it is, is threatened with destruetion.

As I understand, in order to carry out the doctrine of protec-
tion such a duty should be levied on foreign products, raw and
manufactured, which compete with ours as will maintain the
wages of American laborers against the cheap, and in some in-
stances degraded, labor of foreign countries and afford a rea-
sonable profit to the American producer or manufacturer. That
such a policy in the end cheapens the manufactured article by
reason of increased manufacture, increased consumption, im-
proved methods and machinery, and increased home competi-
tion has been too often demonstrated to require at this late day
any argument. y

I am a protectionist in every sense of the word, and would
give its benefits to every interest which demands it in order
that it may live,

With this well-defined Republican doctrine in view, I desire
to call attention to the hemp industry, in which almost every
State in the Union is interested if a fair degree of protection is
provided.

In order to provide such protection, I propose to amend the
present bill by placing a tariff duty of 14 cents per pound on
jute, or * India hemp,” as it is sometimes called, and strike it
from the free list, where it appears in the present bill.

1t has been demonstrated by actual experience in the last five
years that hemp may be successfully grown in Pennsylvania, In-
diann, Wisconsin, Michigan, Minnesota, Kansas, and we are in-
formed by high and unguestioned authority that it may be suc-
cessfully grown in limestone soils anywhere in the Mississippi
Valley, as well as at many points along the Pacific coast; in
fact, in almost every State in the Union.

1 exhibit for the information of the Senate photographs of
hemp fields in Kentucky, Wisconsin, Indiana, and Pennsylvania,
so that those who know comparatively little of the industry may
be enabled to see the character of the crop.

Formerly hemp was largely grown commercially in Virginia,
Kentucky, and Missouri, but for the last ten years it has been
grown commercially only in Kentucky, Nebraska, and Cali-
fornia, the greater part of it having been grown in Kentucky.

Jute is an inferior article called “ India hemp,” and is ree-
ommended alone by its cheapness. The articles manufactured
from it have no strength or lasting qualities.

The uses of American hemp are many; it may be used in the
manufacture of fine twine of great strength—sometimes com-
mingled with flax—up to and including heavy cordage, which is
being manufactured at the Charlestown Navy-Yard for use of the
navy. For the last two years the Navy Department has con-
snmed nearly 20 per cent of the entire production of double-
dressed hemp. The cheapness of the foreign fiber confines the
market in hemp to the manufacture of high-grade products, the
entire tonnage of which is comparatively small. and hence the
outlet for hemp is narrowed to a very small compass. Hence
the production of hemp in small quantities is profitable, because
of the limited demand for such purposes as no other fiber will
supply. But, owing to this fact, the production must be confined
to a very contracted limit, for when that market is supplied it
can not be used as a competitor of jute in the general market.
In order to increase the area of production and make it a great
industry a tariff on jute should be levied, so that when the pro-
duction is increased it will find a ready sale in the general
market. My desire is not only to increase production in Ken-
tucky, but in every State in the Union where it may.be success-
fully grown. :

There are many manufactured articles for which hemp is espe-
elally suited, and if it were produced in sufficient quantities

there would be ready demand for it if protected from jute. It
makes the best and most durable warp, canvas, and webbing,
and is especially fitted for any article where durability and
strength are desired.

For the past ten years the area devoted to the cultivation of
hemp, owing to existing conditions, has ranged from 12,000 to
20,000 acres. Jute is delivered in the American market at
from 1% to 3% cents per pound, or at about one-half the price
at which imported hemp is delivered. Therefore jute competes
with American hemp more directly than genuine hemp fiber
imported from other countries.

The cultivation of hemp should be encouraged not only be-
cause it benefits the farmer, but the farm as well. It shades
the soil, preventing it from the baking effects of the sun, pre-
vents the growth of weeds, loosens the soil, and leaves it in a
splendid condition for the succeeding crops. Besides it re-
moves less fertilizing elements from the soil than almost any
other farm ecrop.

In the days of slavery in this country it was an industry of
large proportions, but after slavery ceased to exist the price of
labor advanced, which eaused an injury to the growing of the
crop, and gince jute in 1890 was allowed to come into this
country free of duty the production of hemp has declined in
importance and dwindled into insignificant proporfions. In-
deed, it is not raised now in any considerable quantity except
in Kentucky, where, owing to the indomitable energy of the
farmer and the great superiority of hemp over jute, its strength
compared to that of jute being as 100 to 60, which opens a
limited market where jute can not be used, the industry has
been enabled to eke out a precarious existence.

At one time there was in the United States $3,341,500 in-
vested in hemp manufacture, more than 6,000 hands employed
at a yearly wage of nearly $1,200,000, and 417 mills in opera-
tion, 159 of which were in Kentucky, 50 in New York, and 208
more throughout the country. There were then from 75,000 to
80,000 tons raised each year, which, if now raised, would
be worth more than $10,000,000. But now there are only 28
mills in the United States, 2 of which are in Kentucky, all
of which, to a large extent, are manufacturing foreign fiber,
and the present production of hemp is only 8,000 tons, and
those who once found remunerative labor from that source
have been compelled to seek less remunerative employment
elsewhere.

The mills have rotted down so that in most instances there is
not even a vestige remaining to point to their former prosper-
ity. It is true that at one period the uncertainty and great
cost of labor contributed to the serious injury of this industry,
for it must be that our laborers have been paid an
average wage of $1.50 per day, while those in India have
received but 5 cents per day.

The spirit that has prevailed in the Republican party in pro-
tecting other branches of industry from pauper labor seems
not to have prevailed to any great extent in so far as the pro-
tection of hemp is concerned; however, the American farmer
has struggled manfully against great odds, but for which the
hemp industry would to-day be extinct in the United States.
In the Iast ten years labor-saving machines have been invented,
one of which cuts and another of which breaks; and on this
account, but for the free importation of jute, the hemp indus-
try would now be in a flourishing condition in many of the
States of the Union. Doubtless could such prosperity be
established, inventive genius would be quickened, and the com-
paratively primitive machines of to-day would rapidly undergo
such evolutions as would increase manifold their effectiveness.

But while Congress has been thus unmindful of the producer,
it has carefully guarded the interest of the manufacturer, and
that class has been protected from the manufacture of jute
abroad. I am frank to say, however, in this connection, that
I do not believe the present bill gives to these manufacturers
the protection to which they are entitled.

I do not seek to injure them; I do not seek to injure any in.
dustry of this country; I only ask for equality of protection as
to hemp, for protection against foreign labor, not only as it ap-
pears in the field, but foreign labor as it appears in the work-
shops abroad. And in this connection I present to such
Members of the Senate as may desire to look at them some
photographs showing the character of labor employed abroad
in the manufacture of jute. [Exhibiting.] A single glance at
them constitutes an argument more forceful than any words
that might be uttered.

I append and ask to have printed in the Recorp a table show-

ing the average weekly wages in the jute mills of Calcutta as
compared to those in New York.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Crawrorp in the chair).
In the absence of objection, permission is granted.
The table referred to is as follows:

Average weckly wages Calcutta and Brooklyn (N, Y.) jute mills
compared.

Caleutta. Brooklyn, N. ¥.
Employment. | Bex. |Wages. WorkerT;b%gulvalmt Wages.
Jute earrier. .. ... | Men_____| $1.42 | Warchousemen.. ... $10.00
Jute selectors._____|.__do.____| .48 | Laborers (men)_.._____. | 7.00
Jute cutters |__.do R do. 9.00
Jute softeners I .69 9.00
9.00
9.00
7.25
6.15
9.00
9.50
6.15
6.15
B.75
8.75
B.75
b5.60
.00
9.00
6.15
6.15
.................. 10.50
General labor.._.... J. [ MRER e 10.00
Foremen 25.00
Foremen........ {Asslstant foremen 14.50
7 F T At SN IR sl s 1 [ 7 R LA 1.00
Average mill labor
......................... A e S A A 8.11

aid to the mill hands in

Nore.—The actual average weekly wages
January. 1909, was 70

a Calcutta mill, running over 3,000 people
cents per individual.

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, the general average of this
table shows that, including all the departments, the average
weekly wage in Calcutta is 60 cents, while in New York it is
$8.11. It seems to me, in view of largely increased importation
to which I shall hereafter refer, that the manufacturers of
jute in this country have not been given that degree of protec-
tion to which they are entitled. But disproportionate as these
prices for labor are, they are much larger to the foreign labor
employed in the mills than they are to the foreign labor em-
ployed in the fields.

It occurs to me, Mr. President, that the giving of protection
to the American manufacturer of jute and at the same time
denying protection to the producer of hemp, who is brought
directly into competition with the producer of jute, is a travesty
on the doctrine of protection. It is, indeed, a shameful in-
justice to protect one interest while another is permitted to
languish and die, and is not only un-Republican but un-Ameri-
can. Let us have protection to both classes or protection to
neither. If an attempt should be made to allow the manufac-
tures of jute to come into this country free of duty, there
would be a howl go up from the East which would shake the
country from one end to the other.

One of the difficulties growing out of the manufacture of jute
is that articles such as carpets, the swarp of which was formerly
made of hemp, are now either made entirely of jute or a mix-
ture of jute and hemp. By reason of the short life of jute,
such carpets last but a short while and are a notorious fraud on
the consumer. Illustrating conditions, it may be remarked that
60 per cent of jute and its manufactures has been imported into
this country for the last four years, and largely, if not entirely,
consumed in the United States. The value of jute and jute
manufactures imported in 1904 was $20,000,000, in round num-
bers, and in 1908 it increased to $34,000,000. In other words, in
four years these importations inereased at the alarming rate of 70
per cent. Thus it is that $34,000,000 that should have been kept
at home, invested in home produects, affording employment to
American laborers, has been sent to foreign lands, most of
which has gone into the pockets of foreign manufacturers or
producers who live by treating those who labor for them more
unkindly than they treat the beasts of the field.

But we are told that no tariff should be placed on jute be-
cause it would increase the price of sacks, bags, burlaps, and
bagging necessary to the cotton growers of the South and the
wool and grain producers of the country. If this be true, then
to cheapen them further we should admit jute manufactures
free also, for then these people would get their sacks and
bagging cheaper than they get them to-day. But it is not true.

In the first place, it may be said, in the language of Mr. Dewey,
a most eminent authority in charge of fiber plants of the Agri-
cultural Department, that there are thousands of bales of low-
grade cotton not suitable for standard goods, but reckoned in
market statements as “cotton in sight,” or “wvisible supply,”
and recognized by all as constituting a serious menace to cotton
by decreasing the price of better grades, which could be manu-
factured into bagging, thereby inereasing the price of the better
grades of cotton so as fo compensate any increase in the cost of
bagging, and, besides, with a reasonable incentive, such as would
result from a tariff on jute, could and would be profitably made
into grain bags and coverings for cotton bales.

In this way a new industry could be developed in the South
which would furnish labor for many of its people. The pre-
tense that any increased cost of cotton bagging would fall upon
the farmer is absolutely ridiculous, because if such increase
should result the farmer would protect himself in the sale of
his cotton, and would in this way at any rate reimburse himself
for any additional expense. But this additional expense would
be slight and more than compensated in the creation of a new
industry and the increase in the value of the best grades of cot-
ton, for no longer would the cheap grade of cotton remain an
incubus upon that article.

But even if that were not true, if hemp and flax should be
protected as they ought to be, the time would come in this coun-
try when, by reason of increased competition, increased manu-
facture, and increased consumption, all these articles would be
furnished absolutely more cheaply than they are furnished
to-day, our American laborers rewarded, our American pro-
ducers protected, and our money kept in this country rather
than sent abroad.

The same incentive arising from a fair tariff duty on jute
would result in increased production of hemp and flax, as well
as in their increased manufacture. The lower grades of flax
and hemp, known as “tow,” could be made into bags, burlap,
and bagging.

The flax industry of America should have more protection,
and is now seriously suffering by reason of the importation of
free jute.

In the great States of the Northwest and West, chiefly the Da-
kotas, Minnesota, Kansas, Wisconsin, Montana, Michigan, Mis-
souri, Towa, and Nebraska, more than 2,800,000 acres of flax are
grown annually. Mr. Dewey estimates that more than 5,000,000
tons of straw are produced. This straw, if protected against
jute, properly prepared and cleansed for spinning, would yield
1,000,000 tons of fiber of the value of $250,000,000, and would of
itself more than supply the necessary fiber for America, As it
is, of these 5,000,000 tons of straw, less than 300,000 tons are
now used for fiber. The lowest grade of jute comes to the At-
lantie ports at a gross cost that would be little in excess of
freight charges from the Dakotas to the Atlantic seaboard.
This valuable product in the States named, which would other-
wise furnish employment to hungry thousands and retain the
vast sum mentioned at home instead of sending it abroad, is
under present conditions considered mere rubbish and is con-
sumed by fire. With proper protection to flax and hemp, the
flax and hemp growers of the counfry, in connection with the
manila fiber brought here from our own possessions, could fur-
nish all the fiber for America and have enough remaining to
supply the demands of every nation on the globe,

To change from the manufacture of jute to the manufacture
of hemp and flax would not necessitate any alteration of ma-
chinery, for the same machinery makes all sorts of soft fibers
equally well; and I do not think there is any American who
would not hail with delight the day when every pound of rope,
every pound of twine, every pound of earpet yarn, every yard
of burlap, and every yard of bagging is manufactured from
products grown on American soil, raised by American labor,
and manufactured by American mills.

Aside from the reasons already given, in order to produce
more revenue, it may be said that the tariff asked on jute to
protect flax and hemp would produce between three and four
million dollars annually, whereas not one cent of revenue is
now derived from that source, and this could be done without
any bhardship on- the manufacturer, and when the finished
product reached the actual consumer the duty would repre-
sent such a small part of the actual selling price that it would
be of small consequence.

Another consideration: The foreign fiber held in Ameriea
probably at no time represents more than thirty or forty days
supply, while the amount produced here represents such a small
percentage of the amount used it would be difficult to figure
how long it would last—probably not more than two or three
days—if it were practicable to start ewry mill in America at
work on it at the same time. Such is the estimate made by
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Mr. Dewey. In case of war with any first-class power the
foreign product would be immediately cut off and we would be
left without remedy. Is it not, therefore, from this standpoint
the part of wisdom to make ourselves thoroughly independent
in every possible respect of every foreign nation?

We have a variety of soil and climate; ours are the best and
grandest people on earth, and all that is necessary is to give
America a fair chance to enable us to bid defiance to the rest
of the world. But as matters now stand, these great industries
are being weakened and the hemp industry will eventually be
destroyed by importations from abroad, and this can be pre-
vented alone by the patriotism, the wisdom, and the American-
ism of the United States Senate.

Mr. President, having called attention briefly to these mat-
ters, I trust that the Senate will excuse me for taking to some
extent a view of the political side of this matter. I remind you,
Mr. President, of the fact that after the cessation of the eivil
war, by reason of which Kentucky had lost many millions of
dollars by the freedom of slaves, the Democratic majority at
one time was 75,000, and at one time there were less than 40,000
Republican voters in the State.

Our brethren of the North kindly left the Kentucky Republi-
cans to work out their own salvation. We were compelled to
cauifront such intellectual giants as Marshall, Helm, Stevenson,
Carlisle, Beck, Watterson, Lindsay, Breckinridge, and a host of
others; and not only so, but to confront the prejudice growing
out of the freedom of the slaves and their elevation to suffrage.
Unfortunately, our greafest leader in the earlier days, Gen.
John M. Harlan, was appointed justice of the Supreme Court,
and those who were left in Kentucky to make this fight were
in the main comparatively young men. There was nothing to
encourage Republicans in those days, nothing to inspire them
but devotion to prineiples they conscientiously believed to be
eternally right. We were confronted with Kuklux and other
gimilar organizations, political ostracism was common, and in
many instances in the darker days of that period Republicans
carried their lives in their hands. On one side were wealth, ex-
perience, prejudice, and a trained army led by illustrious lead-
ers. On the other was comparative poverty, a disorganized
body commanded by comparatively young and inexperienced
men, who were, however, endowed with indomitable energy
and brilliant intellect. For years the siruggle went on, but
slowly and surely the clouds began to fade, more and more
light illuminated the darkness, until in 1895 the gloom was
dispelled by the full sunlight of a glorious Republican victory.
The following year Kentucky for the first time gave its elect-
oral vote, with a single exception, to the Republican candidate
for President. Since that time, save 1899, by reason of Republi-
can mistakes, we were defeated, until 1907, when the boys in the
trenches again took control, and another victory was the result.

Mr. McLAURIN. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Ken-
tucky yield to the Senator from Mississippi?

Mr. BRADLEY. With" pleasure,

Mr., McLAURIN. About how many were the negro voters
in the State of Kentucky in the last election of which the Sena-
tor spoke?

Mr. BRADLEY. About 60,000, and about one-third of them
voted your ticket and the others ours.

Mr. MCLAURIN. That answers two questions. I was going
to ask the other question.

Mr. BRADLEY. But I will show you a little further along
on that question——

Mr. McLAURIN. If the Senator will allow me—

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Ken-
tucky yield further to the Senator from Mississippi?

Mr. BRADLEY. With pleasure.

Mr. McLAURIN. If the Senator will allow me, this ques-
tion was suggested to me by the statement of the Senator that
the Republicans in that State were coming out of the darkness,
and I just wanted to know how much of that darkness was still
with the Republican party. [Laughter.]

Mr. BRADLEY. I simply meant to say that we were coming
out of the Democratic darkness, and so far as the negroes are
concerned, we transferred one-third of them to your party.
[Laughter.]

Mr. McLAURIN. I did not know that the Republicans could
transfer the negroes wherever they desired.

Mr. BRADLEY. I do not know that we can either, but I find
that there are a lot of them that the Democrats can do what
they please with.

Mr. McLAURIN. They are the intelligent negroes.

Mr. BRADLEY. I did not say intelligent ones.

Now, in answering more fully that question the Senator has
asked, I will say that Iast fall, by reason of Republican mis-
takes, and in some instances the basest treachery, the State

went Democratic by a little over 8,000 majority, but from less #

than 40,000 votes following the war we increased to 236.000.

I want to show you, therefore, that the coming out of dark-
ness has not been confined entirely to the negroes, but that a
large number of white men have come also, and we would have
won a victory last year but for Republican mistakes, and in
some instances the meanest character of treachery. [Laughter.]

Now, during all these struggles the Republicans of Kentucky
have received comparatively little aid or comfort from their
brethren in the North. We complain not of that fact to-day,
but we do complain because our people have not been given that
justice in legislation to which they were entitled. And, I may
say in this connection, that not only the people of my State,
but the people of nearly all the old slaveholding States have
been denied the justice to which they are entitled.

I plead for Kentucky in the name of the great * Harry of the
West,” who did as much to engraft the doctrine of protection
among the national policies as any other American statesman.

I plead for Kentucky in the name of that greatest and best
of all her sons, and of all Americans, whose kindness of heart
and gentleness of nature, combined with splendid courage and
unequaled statesmanship, won for him the most exalted place
in all the rolling years of time—the immortal Lincoln.

And I plead not only for Kentucky, but for the entire South.

Nearly half a century has passed since the echo of the last
hostile cannon died in silence. Nearly half a century has
elapsed since the soldiers of both armies returned to their
homes and mingled back into civil life, the one elated with vic-
tory and hope, the other almost in despair, having lost all save
the proud consciousness that they had shown their willingness
to bleed and die in a cause which they believed to be right.

Despite carpetbag rule, which was a disgrace, and which,
thank Heaven, never prevailed in Kentucky ; despite the devas-
tation of war, the slaveholding section of the country has de-
veloped rapidly, and is now more rapidly developing, possibly,
than any other section of the land. Every loyal American on
either side of the struggle has forgotten the bitterness of the
past, and we are not worthy the name of American if we do
not to-day cherish in common the glories of that great con-
flict which made all men free and retained every star on the
Nation’s flag.

I plead to-day for the blotting out of all lines in legislation,
for the harmonizing of all sections, for the cementing together
by the ties of commercial interest, brotherly love, and affection,
all the people. 3

Our great and good President is patriotically engaged in an
honest effort to recognize and do equal justice to every section
of the Union. His example should be emulated and followed
by all.

The South needs protection on her lumber, coal, iron, rosin,
turpentine, fluor spar, hemp, tobacco, and other interests. If
we desire to be just, let us protect all these interests. And if
we desire to build up the Republican party in the South, let us
show that we are willing to build up the interests of that
section.

Let the North, the South, the East, the West each and all be
protected as they are entitled to be protected, and the Nation
which is now the grandest on earth will move forward with in-
creased energy, attaining a degree of prosperity and power of
which we have not even dreamed.

Mr. President, one more word and I am done, Give to Ken-
tucky fair protection of her interest8 and I guarantee you it
will be but a short time until Kentucky is as certainly a Repub-
lican State as the great State of Massachusetts.

Mr. DOLLIVER obtained the floor.

Mr. NELSON. Mr, President, I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will call
the roll.

The Secretary called the roll, and the following Senators

answered to their names:

Aldrich Cullom Hale Perkins
Beveridge Cummins Heyburn Piles
Borah Curtis Hughes Richardson
Bradley Depew Johnson, N. Dak, Root
Brandegee Dick Johnston, Ala. Scott
Briggs Dixon Jones Simmons
Bristow Dolliver Kean Smith, Mich,
rown du Pont La Follette Smith, 8. C.
Burkett Elkins MeCumber Bmoot
Burrows Fletcher McLaurin Stephenson
Carter Flint Martin Sutherland
Chamberlain Foster Nelson Taliaferro
Clarke, Ark. Frazler Nixon Warner
Crane rye Page Warren
Crawford Gamble Paynter Wetmore
Culberson Guggenhelm Penrose

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Sixty-three Senators have
answered to the roll call. There is a quorum present,
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4 Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. I should like to say that my col-
league [Mr. BourNE] has been called away by the illness of his
mother.

Mr. DOLLIVER. Mr. President, it is very seldom that a pub-
lic duty is imposed upon a Senator under circumstances that
ought to involve personal references; yet the tone and attitude
of some of my most distinguished colleagues here suggest that
what I am engaged in trying to do represents merely a cowardly
acquiescence in a temporary political opinion at home, a sugges-
tion echoed by the press of some colors, as, for example, in a
recent issue of the Washington Post, in which this very kindly
reference to me is made. I would not read it if it were not an
authentic echo from the Senate Chamber itself:

Senator DOLLIVER, of Towa, was a Member of the House dur many
years, and a member of the Ways and Means Committee dur the
preparation and passage of the present Dingley tariff law twelve years
ago. Mr. DoLLIvER 1s a candidate for ection, and those who dis-
agree with his present criticism of the high rates of the Aldrich bill
nssert that he Is a convert to lower duties because he thinks the idea
is popular in Iowa.

The fact is, Mr. President, that I am no recent convert to
moderate duties for any reason, of any sort. If it were neces-
sary here for a Senator to make a personal explanation of his
motives, I would say that I am here in fulfillment of a publie
contract with the people of Jowa after I had been elected to the
Senate, now nearing nine years ago. In order that this may
appear in the Recorp, I intend to read a brief extract from re-
marks which I felt constrained to make to the legislature on
the occasion of my election—remarks that were written in the
bedchamber of my former colleague and approved by him as
words fit to be spoken on that occasion, when we both stood
before the legislature, Members-elect of the Senate; I for the
first time, he for the last. I said:

The design of protective tariff laws is to prevent our home industries
from being overborne by the competition of foreign producers, and it
may be ely said that no American f.actor{ making an unequal or even
precarious fight with its foreign rivals will ever look in vain for help
and defense to the people of Iowa. But we are not blind to the fact
that in many lines of industry tariff rates which in 1897 were reasonable
have already become unnecessary and in many cases even absurd. They
remain on the statute books, not as a shield for the safety of domestic
labor, but as a weapon of offense against the American market place
itself. Without overlooking the evils and of a general tariff
agitation I can not believe that a correction of obvious ects In the
Bgmnt schedules made by friends of the law in an open and business-

way could be disastrous to any legitimate interest of the people,
unless, indeed, we admit the claim put forward by some that Congress
is impotent and helpless in the presence of these guestions.

And now at the first opportunity, I am here in a very modest
relation to this controversy, not for the purpose of winning the
favor of the men and women of Towa, for I enjoy that now, but
for the purpose of fulfilling my agreement made on the occa-
sion of my election to the Senate.

In the earlier stages of this discussion I ventured to speak
of some things connected with the progress of this bill through
the two Houses of Congress which appeared to me to require
attention and invite criticism. I feel at liberty to speak freely
in this Chamber, because the customs and traditions of the Sen-
ate not only tolerate but welcome the free expression of the
opinion of its members. In resmming the discussion of this
measure, I desire to avoid, as far as my present state of grace
will admit. all dogmatism, and especially those prejudices
which so often vitiate our judgment. It may be taken for
granted that I would be glad to agree, without controversy,
with the views of other Senators, and especially with the hon-
ored chairman of the Committee on Finance and his associates,
through whose arduous labors this bill in its present form has
been brought before us. It is only from a sense of duty, which
I can not shake off, that I am constrained to point out some of
the shortcomings of this measure, with a view of securing the
further attention of the cominittee to some of its most impor-
tant schedules. In doing this I feel that I shall be rendering
a service to the public and especially to the party which has
honored me with its good will for nearly a quarter of a century.
If I speak the truth, if I denl with things as they are, I suggest
to the Senator from Rhode Island that it will not be an ade-
quate answer to reproach me with the errors of my youth or to
disparage me because in other years I followed, without ques-
tion, in the footsteps of our party leaders.

If' in times past I took, without disturbing the peace, every
act of the party, it was because I loved it; because the young
man of that day found it a good deal easier to idealize it than
they sometimes find it now. I speak here because I still love
the old Republican party and would have its leadership rise to
the full stature of its opportunity and its responsibility. If it
is a reproach that I have felt it incumbent upon me to re-
examine, with a judgment, I trust, somewhat more mature, the
tariff act of 1890, for which I voted, or the act of seven years
later, which bears the name of dear old Governor Dingley, under

whom I served on the Committee on Ways and Means of the
House, I shall try to carry the reproach as cheerfully as possi-
ble. 1If it is thought proper to subject me to criticism because
I follow a course which would not be approved, if he were liv-
ing, by my former colleague, the venerable Senator Allison, I
refuse to discuss the question or to debate with my friend from
Rhode Island as to whether he has been in a better position
than I have fo bear witness upon such matter. For even if it
were true that these schedules of which I am complaining had
in their time Senator Allison’s approbation, it does not follow
that in the situation in which we are now placed, sitting in an
extraordinary session of Congress called for no other purpose
than to reexamine these laws, that far-sighted statesman would
have dismissed the matter as we are expected to dismiss it, as
a thing too sacred for public discussion. It is no encomium
upon Senator Allison to suggest that he was indifferent to the
approbation of the State which he served all his lifetime. If
the Senator from Rhode Island intended to humiliate me by the
intimation that my course in these matters is dictated by po-
litical conditions at home, he unintentionally pays me a com-
pliment which I sincerely appreciate, because this Nation has
entered upon a new era of direct responsibility on the part of
Presidents and Congresses alike to that enlightened publie opin-
isontwhich ought to be the real Government of the Unifed
tates.

The protective-tariff system has nothing to fear from the fire-
side of the TIowa homestead. On the other hand, it finds there
its most disinterested advocates and its most impartial judges.
For half a century our people have defended it with their
votes on every election day, with no direct concern of any large
significance in any of its schedules, and no purpose to serve
except the general prosperity of the American people. What
I have said of Towa is true, in an improtant sense, of the upper
Mississippi Valley, and I can not help thinking that there is
a radical defect in that party leadership which dismisses the
voice of that great community, fearlessly expressed in both
Houses of Congress, with a cynical sneer about the weakness
of public men who are governed by temporary political ex-
igencies. For it ought not to be forgotten that what we are
doing here must be submitted to the American people—a jury
of unnumbered millions, already empaneled, with this case
under consideration. It is not the same jury which passed upon
the tariff act of 1897; it is the most momentous fact in our
national life, as the late Senator Hoar suggests in his “ Auto-
biography of seventy years,” that within this period the whole
fleld of American industry has undergone a revolution. The
independent workshops of American labor stand no longer as
they appeared in the magnificent vision of Alexander Hamilton,
when he laid down the doctrine that the competition of domestic
producers would guard the community against all the evils of
extortion. The inspiring retrospect of Mr. Blaine in his
“Twenty years of Congress,” in which he recounted the tri-
umphs of the protective doctrine in the perfect fulfillment of
Hamilton’s prediction already needs a good deal of revision to
bring the narrative up to date.

In 1807, when the Dingley tariff law was enacted, the consoli-
dation of our industrial system into great corporations had not
fairly begun. The business men who appeared before the Ways
and Means Committee of the House were an anxious company;
they spoke for silent factories and the dead ashes of furnaces
without fire and chimneys without smoke. They represented
unemployed labor and idle capital; they belonged to the old in-
dustrial régime, now almost obsolete in nearly all great depart-
ments of production, and they received the treatment which
they would receive now freely at my hands if I had the power
to give it to them. It is a grim failure to comprehend what old
Doctor Johnson used to call “the sad vicissitude of things,” when
the leaders of a political party summon their followers to prac-
tically reenact the tariff of 1897 under the conditions which
prevail to-day, and when men are derided because, having
helped to frame that law, they seek to have it reexamined in
the light of present-day experience. Is it possible that a man,
because he voted for the Allison tin-plate rate of 1880 and
heard poor McKinley dedicate the first tin-plate mill in Amer-
ica, can be convicted in this Chamber of treachery to the pro-
tective-tariff system, if he desires that schedule reexamined,
after seeing the feeble enterprise of 1800 grown within a single
decade to the full measure of this market place, organized into
great corporations, overcapitnlized into a speculative trust, and
at length unloaded on the United States Steel Company, with
a rake off to the promoters sufficient to buy the Rock Island
system? If a transaction like that has made no impression
upon the mind of Congress, I expose no secret in saying that it
has made a very profound impression on the thought and pur-
poses of the American people.
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I repeat, therefore, what I said the other day, that the duty
of this Congress is to reduce the margin of protection provided
in 1he Dingley rates wherever it can be done without substan-
tial injury to the productive enterprises of this market place.
It is our special duty to take up those schedules which repre-
sent the largest investments of protected capital and, at leust,
take out of them the rates that are now everywhere known to
be extravagant and unnecessary, which rise go far above the
level of our real industrial needs as to bring the policy of pro-
tection into ridicule without doing anybody any sort of good.
I recognize the peculiar preparation of the Senator from Rhode
Island for that work. He has already successfully applied
sound principles to some of the excesses of the iron and steel
schedule. I do not know that he has gone far enough, but he cer-
tainly has gone in the right direction. He has failed, in my judg-
ment, in those schedules which relate to the textile industries, and
it becomes the duty of somebody not helplessly preoccupied with
local interests to bring this failure to the attention of the
Senate and of the American people. I need not add that in
doing so I shall speak with perfect good will for those who
differ from me and with perfect charity to those whose un-
conscious political bigotry makes it hard for them to recognize,
even in the Senate Chamber, those rights of free opinion with-
out whieh our deliberations are a humbug and a fraud.

There is, of course, a kind of embarrassment in the work
which I have undertaken, arising from the fact that many think,
and some, more hardened than others by the reciproecal amenities
of statesmanship, do not refrain from saying that it is an un-
seemly and presumptuous thing for anybody, certainly for any-
body like me, to sit in judgment upon the wisdom of MeKinley
and Dingley and the other statesmen of the past, who joined
in placing upon the statute books those provisions of law which
are now brought'in question. And the authority of great names,
everywhere revered, is cited to silence all voices of dissatisfac-
tion. There are some who regard it as inappropriate for any-
one here to be in doubt as to the wisdom of proposals brought
in for our approval by the honorable chairman of the Committee
on Finance. Respect for great public service and hearty recogni-
tion of talents, sharpened by a long experience, would surely
have forbidden me to make the plea I am about to make if T
were not able to convince the Senate that even a humble opinion
can be intruded into these matters without discrediting the
wisdom of any American statesman, living or dead. AIl men
bow naturally before the Divine wisdom, even when they do not
understand ; all men regard with reverence the wisdom of Solo-
mon or Franklin or Lincoln; but it is another matter for men,
full grown, sitting in this Chamber, to put their individual judg-
ment into servitude, not to the great and good men who adorn
the deliberations of Congress, but to persons on the outside
whose very names are unknown to us. It is not necessary to
comment harshly upon the work of Governor Dingley or Wil-
liam McKinley ; much less is it necessary to appear wanting in
consideration for my honored friend from Rhode Island.

I leave them all, the living as well as the dead, upon such
pedestals as their just fame and renown have earned. If I
thought that the conscientious hand of Nelson Dingley had writ-
ten with painful research the cotton schedule in the act of 1897,
I would hesitate a good while before I got the consent of my
own mind to look upon it with the eye of suspicion. But I have
in my possession a letter of Governor Dingley’s, found among
the papers of one of my oldest friends, who assisted him in the
work of the Ways and Means Committee of 1897, in which the
governor deprecates any increases in the cotton schedule because
in his judgment the tendency of the rates ought to be down instead
of up, and because the cotton manufacturers were in no position
to complain of the rates established by the Wilson law in view
of the fact that they had written the schedule themselves. It is
even possible to comment adversely upon the cotton schedule
as contained in the Senate bill without impeaching the abilities
of the Senator from Rhode Island, because he has himself stated
upon this floor that the amendments offered to the Senate by the
committee were not the work of the committee, but every one of

" them made by persons connected with the Treasury Department.

Mr. ALDRICH. Mr. President:

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Iowa
yield to the Senator from Rhode Island?

Mr. DOLLIVER. Certainly.

Mr. ALDRICH. The Senator certainly does not want to make
a misstatement. I made no such statement to the Senate.

Mr. DOLLIVER. These are matters of record. It is not
necessary to take my recollection that the Senator stated that
these changes were made by expert custom-house people in
New York; and, as if to verify it, the Senator from California
[Mr. FrixT] rose with much evident embarrassment and stated

that all the changes from the House bill had been suggested
in the same quarter.

Mr. ALDRICH. The memory of the Senator from Iowa is at
great fault. If he will read the Recorp, he will find that I have
made no statement of that kind.

Mr. DOLLIVER. I will go to the RECORD.

Mr. FLINT. Mr. President

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Iowa
yield to the Senator from California?

Mr. DOLLIVER. Certainly.

Mr. FLINT. I think the Senator will find, on examining the
Recorp, that what I said was that in all these schedules we had
consulted the officers of the Government.

Mr. DOLLIVER. Mr. President, I will not debate that. The
Recorp is here. I certainly do not desire to say a word that
will not be verified by a reference to it. It must have been a
rather cruel revelation to the languid disciples of the Senator
from Rhode Island to learn from his own lips that these changes
were made in*New York by people who have not yet been
elected to the Senate of the United States.

Mr. ALDRICH. Mr. President, I protest against a continua-
tion of a statement which is absolutely false.

Mr. DOLLIVER. Mr, President, I refer to the Recgrp; and
if the Senator desires to present the REecorp to the Senate, I
yield for the purpose of having it done. I certainly desire to do
no injustice to the Senator.

Mr. ALDRICH. The Senator is making a statement, and I
am not. If there is a Recorp showing anything of that kind, I
will be very glad to see it.

Mr. DOLLIVER. It must have made a queer feeling in the
minds of these good friends to find that this schedule was not
the product of the genius of the man who has been reputed in
the mythology of our public life as the greatest living expert on
the technicalities of cotton manufacture, but that when the
Senator from Rhode Island was confronted by the task set before
him by his constituents of raising the table of these rates, with-
out touching them, he turned the matter over to the general ap-
praisers’ office in New York. A very curious proceeding this,
and unless we can look at it without fear and trembling, the
time may come when we will have to rewrite the Constitution
of the United States in order to legalize this power of the ap-
praisers in New York to regulate the foreign commerce of the
United States.

Mr. ALDRICH. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Iowa
¥ield to the Senator from IRhode Island?

Mr. DOLLIVER. Certainly.

Mr. ALDRICH. Mr. President, I do not object to criticism
either of myself or of the schedules of the bill, but I do object,
so far as I am able, to having the Senator make and repeat
and reiterate a statement which has no foundation in fact what-
ever.

What I said and what the fact is, was that the committee,
having decided what to do, they turned the matter of regulating
the schedules, as to the amount of specific duties that would
be imposed in place of ad valorems, to the experts of the Gov-
ernment, and never to any manufacturer at any time.

Mr. DOLLIVER. Mr. President, I am now able, without
doubt, to state exactly what the Senator said:

Mr. AvpricH. If the Senator will permit me just there upon that
point, no manufacturer has been before the Committee on Finance in
regard to this schedule., Every change that was made in it was made
upon the recommendation of t%
and it is now defensible and will be defended
committee whenever the schedule is reached,

And my friend from California [Mr. Frixt], fearing that the
Senafor from Rhode Island possibly needed corroborating wit-
nesses, rose and said:

Mr. FLIxT. 1 wish to make this statement: There is no schedule in
the bill that was not placed there by the approval or at least upon in-
formation furnished by experts of the Government.

Mr. ALDRICH. The Senator has said and reiterated that
I had said we turned this matter over to somebody in New York.

Mr. DOLLIVER. I leave it to the unprejudiced judgment of
men whether the statement actually made by the Senator would
not warrant a man somewhat irritated in his feelings to draw
that conelusion from it.

Mr. ALDRICH. I understand the Senator from Iowa Is irri-
tated in his feelings. I know the cause of it. I do not intend
nmdv to allude to it, and I trust I may never have any occasion
to do so.

Mr. DOLLIVER. Nor is the origin of the woolen schedule
any more mysterious, although it is more ancient. I think it
has left more “ footprints on the sands of time,” possibly because
of the wider distribution of the interests involved. I do not

e government experts and nobody else;
by the members of that
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accuse the Senator from Rhode Island. That schedule ante-
dates the entrance of any man now living into the Senate of the
United States. It was undoubtedly handed to the Senator from
Rhode Island exactly as it was handed to me, and the main
difference between us is that I have become a little more curi-
ous than he has to see what is in the package.

He says that I am engaged in circulating Democratic slanders
against the action of the Republican Congress in speaking of
rumors

Mr. ALDRICH. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Iowa
yleld to the Senator from Rhode Island?

Mr. DOLLIVER. Certainly. :

Mr. ALDRICH. The Senator from Iowa must be speaking
from a guilty conscience. I bhave never made any such state-

ment.

Mr. DOLLIVER. I am not speaking from a guilty con-
science; I may be speaking from a fallible memory, though I
was satisfied at the time that the Senator’s remarks were mak-
ing a deeper impression upon me than they did on anybody else.
I will ask the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. Burkerr] to be kind
enough to find the debate where the Senator from Rhode Island
[Mr, Arprici] rebuked me in a mild way and said I was ecir-
culating remarks that properly belonged to a Democratic speech.
It may be true that in times past I have heard some Democrats
complaining about those rates; and, if I did, I bave no doubt
that I answered them.

Mr. ALDRICH. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Towa
yield to the Senator from Rhode Island?

Mr. DOLLIVER. Certainly.

Mr. ALDRICH. What I said was this, and I repeat it:
During my service in the Senate and upon the Committee
on Finance, in every discussion which has ever taken place
upon the tariff some Member of the Senate, in several cases
many Members of the Senate, have appeared here with samples
of goods, with statements in regard to ad valorem rates fur-
nished by importers——

Mr. DOLLIVER. Mr. President, I do not yield to a speech
for any such purpose.

Mr. ALDRICH. I hope—

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Iowa de-
clines further to yield.

Mr. DOLLIVER. I do not yield the floor for any such——

Mr. ALDRICH. I hope we are not having an exhibition of
that kind of Democratic policy or any other policy to-day.

Mr. DOLLIVER. If the Senator will be patient with me, he
will have an exhibition of the bottom facts in both these sched-
ules. I do not yield to him to discredit what I am about to say
in advanee of my argument in relation to it. I have been in
the Congress of the United States long enough now to claim the
right to conduct debate as, in my judgment, appears to be right
and proper. I am willing to have my arguments answered, but
I do not propose to have them sneeringly discredited in my
own time.

My friend from Nebraska [Mr. Burkerr] hands me what the
Senator from Rhode Island said on that subject. He said:

Mr. ALDRICH. I sup the Senator from Iowa Is aware that he Is
not the original investigator along these lines. The statement which
he has just made has been made, iterated and reiterated over and over
again In this Chamber and in the other Chamber, by every orator who
has spoken against the dutles on woolens or wool. It Is gimply reiterat-
ing to-day the Democratic claims which have been current in this coun-
try for a generation.

Now, then, if the claims were correct, there is no reason why
they should not be current.

Mr. ALDRICH. That is as true now as when I stated it.

Mr. DOLLIVER. If they tell the truth, why should they not
be current? If they were not true, why does the Senator com-
plain when I represent him as charging me with circulating
Democratic false rumors in respect to the tariff laws of the
United States? . ;

Mr, President, I may have heard that from Democratic
sources ; and if I did, I have no doubt, asthe Senator from Maine
[Mr. Haxe] so kindly suggested the other day, that I defended
the law with old-fashioned weapons, now mostly played out, by
calling the attention of the audience to what awfully hard times
we had in 1803. I certainly never went very far into the
arithmetic of the subject, and that is the trouble with our pres-
ent sitopation. The fact is that a good many Republicans have
got to talking about these rates, and in these later years our
Bureau of Statistics has been perniciously active and a lot of
editors have got hold of the documents, and the time is at hand
when the whole country is as familiar with these abuses as we
are here in the Senate Chamber of the United States, The
Senator also seems to think that it is proper to rebuke me for

circulating a threadbare story about a reunion of shepherds and
weavers of cloth, held in this town for the purpose of harmoniz-
ing their contradictory interests in Schedule K.

I was interested in the mild resentment of tone and manner
with which the Senator from Rhode Island saddled that migra-
tory legend of American history on to evil-minded persons of
Democratic antecedents whose occupation is to misrepresent the
work of Congress. I was glad to hear the Senator say what he
did, because it enables me to aequit him of any guilty knowl-
edge of the origin and early achievements of Schedule K. It
put the Senator in the same class with me, as it were, an inno-
cent-minded protectionist of the old school receiving the sacred
scriptures of the politieal faith once delivered to the sainfs. If
he had been at that ceremony when the shepherd's crook and
the weaver's distaff were joined together in the joyous wedlock,
which no man has been able to put asunder, I would not be able
now to say what I am about to say without at least appearing
to disparage a wisdom which we all appland. But the Senator
was not there; he does not even seem to have heard of it from
authentic sources. If he ever heard of it from a Demaeratie
orator he probably refuted the slander by a discreet reference
to the panie of 1857. Of course, if our Democratic friends ever
spoke lightly of such a meeting they were grievously in the
wrong, because have not even shepherds and weavers a consti-
tutional right to peaceably assemble and dovetail their plans of
the future?

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Iowa
yield to the Senator from Utah?

Mr. DOLLIVER. Certainly.

Mr. SMOOT. I should like to ask the Senator from Iowa
what his idea is as to the origin of Schedule K?

Mr. DOLLIVER. I hope the Senator from Utfah will not
allow his impatience to disturb the serenity of the situation.
He must have a very shortsighted view of the general course
of my remarks if he was not able to see that I was gradually
approaching that interesting episode.

Mr. SMOOT. In his last remarks I took it for granted that
the Senator thought there was a conspiracy at that time,

Mr. DOLLIVER. No; I said there was a wedding feast, and
I do not think people ought to blame the Democratic party so
much about it.

Mr. ALDRICH. Will the Senator allow me to ask him in
what year that meeting was held?

Mr. DOLLIVER. I am very much surprised that the Senator
from Rhode Island seems even more impatient than his colleague
on the committee.

Mr. ALDRICH. I hope the Senator, before he gets through,
will give the year.

Mr. DOLLIVER. I hope the Senator does not so far dis-
trust my ability to so eonduct this disecourse as to imagine that
I will not get to that point within a reasonable length of time.

Curiously enough they did assemble just prior to the act
of 1867, and nobody can understand the accumulation of po-
litical economy which lies hidden in Schedunle K unless he has
access to the minutes of that meeting. I was not there; the
Senator from Rhode Island evidently was not present; but there
was a reputable witness in the neighborhood. Fortunately—I
say fortunately, because it enables me to scrutinize these trans-
actions in wool and woolens without attacking the memory of
statesmen, living or dead—fortunately, there is preserved in a
speech delivered in the Senate on the 23d day of January, 18067,
a rather picturesque account of the origin of the wool tariff.
The Senator is speaking of the conflicting interests of the
woolgrower and the manufacturer of woolens. On page 135 of
a book called * Speeches and Reports on Finances and Taxa-
tion,” by John Sherman, I find this interesting tradition re-
corded. I am glad to read it because it may soften the irrita-
tion of the Senator from Rhode Island to perceive that I am not
framing an indictment against him nor against the great states-
men with whom he has been associated in the Iast thirty years
in the medication of tariff schedules, but rather against a little
scheme devised long ago by harmless shepherds and thrifty
weavers, none of whom up to that time had ever made their
way into Congress:

When these two rival Interests met together In a convention called
by the manufacturers themselves and the whole matter was there dis-
cussed, it was agreed between them, after full discussion, that the
rates of duty reported by the Senate bill should be given them, and they
were satisfled with them and have never called them in question. The
manufacturers then made the claim that if the duty was put on wool,
they ought to have a corresponding duty on the clot That was freely
ylelded. The principle is proper—that if a duty Is levied on the raw
article an equivalent amount should be added on the product, in order
to enable the Amerfean manufacturer who converts that wool into cloth
to compete with the foreign manufacturer. I trust that in the present
tarlff arrangement between the woolgrowers and wool manu-
facturers will be carried out. I would prefer myself to take It in the
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very words they have given us, so that if they are not satisfied here-
after they can not complain of the proper committees of Congres for
any mistakes. 1 would take them at their word; I think their demand
is a reasonable one, and I would be willing to e it to them as they
ask It, so that if there Is anything wrong In the practical working of

thelr scheme they themselves may have the responsibility of it. It
is sald, I know, that there was a very Important class of people not
consulted when this arrangement was made. That is true; e con-

sun;ers were not consulted, and the consumers have to pay the Increased
cost. ,

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, I should like to ask the Sen-
ator a question right there.

Mr. DOLLIVER. Certainly.

Mr. WARREN. Was not the date given there by Mr. Sher-
man a later one than the date on which the commission was
provided by Congress to take up the tariff matter? .

Mr. DOLLIVER. Oh, no; this speech was made in 1867, an
referred to the meeting which had been held here shortly before.

Mr. WARREN, That is very true, but in 1865 and 1866, as
doubtless the Senator knows, there was a commission authorized
by Congress to take up revenue matters, and they summoned
both the manufacturers and growers of wool, and upon the
finding and report of that commission a general bill was made
up and adopted.

Mr. DOLLIVER. I went into the matter only for the purpose
of protecting my own reputation against the charge of circu-
Iating a Democratic campaign yarn. Mr. Sherman distinctly
says that this old settlers’ reunion was called by the manufac-
turers themselves.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr, President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Iowa
yield to the Senator from Utah?

Mr. DOLLIVER. Certainly.

Mr. SMOOT. I should like to read from the revenue commis-
sioner’s report.

Mr. WARREN. If the Senator will permit me——

Mr. DOLLIVER. I do not regard the matter as important.
I have spent days and nights trying to get what I have to say
in an orderly form, in order to spare the Senate the waste of
their time occasioned by speaking by the day, and I do not
desire to go any further into that matter.

Mr. WARREN. I will make only one statement. I wish to
absolve the woolgrowers from a position in which the Senator
might have left them, unintentionally, of course, because as
a matter of fact they were here in response to the summons
gf a commission appointed by the Congress of the United

tates.

Mr. DOLLIVER. I do not desire to speak with discourtesy
of my friend from Utah, but the matter is not a part of my
argument except for the purpose of protecting me from the
repute of being a disseminator of false reports originating in
Demoeratic sources.

Mr. SMOOT. I simply wanted to call attention——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Iowa
¥yield to the Senator from Utah?

Mr. DOLLIVER. The Senator wants to read a book, Mr.
President. 1 decline to yield for that purpose. :

Mr. ALDRICH. Mr. President——

Mr. DOLLIVER. I will yield for a question. s

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Iowa de-
clines to yield to the Senator from Utah. Does the Senator
yield to the Senator from Rhode Island?

Mr. DOLLIVER. Certainly.

Mr, ALDRICH. I wish to say right here that there is no
man who is at all familiar with the economic history of this
country, who is at all familiar with the tariff question, who does
not know about the agreement, and also knows about the agree-
ment made in 1867,

Mr. DOLLIVER. If that is so, the Senator from Rhode
Island unconsciously did me an injustice.

Mr. ALDRICH. I certainly withdraw any imputation upon
the Senator’s ignorance, if I made any.

Mr. DOLLIVER. I knew, and everybody else was familiar
with it, and I surely felt that the Senator would not have
undertaken to put the badge of ignorance upon me if he had
had information on the subject himself,

Mr. SMOOT. Mr, President, I simply want to suggest to the
Senator—

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Iowa
yield to the Senator from Utah?

Mr. SMOOT. For a question.

Mr. DOLLIVER. Well, I did not intend to yield.

Mr. SMOOT. I only want to ask a question.

Mr. DOLLIVER. I do not desire to yield except for a ques-
tion.

Mr. SMOOT. I do not ask the Senator to yield at all

Mr. DOLLIVER. Then, I will proceed with my discourse.

If that was the only meeting of this mutual aid society that
has ever been held in the vicinity of Washington, I might better
understand how the Senator from Rhode Island could dispose of
me as a retailer of ancient Democratic libels against acts of a
Republican Congress. But I hold in my hand a letter written
last December to the former secretary of the Wool Manufae-
turers’ Association by Mr. Theodore Justice, of Philadelphia,
that ancient mariner upon the high seas of tariff legislation, in
which he gives a rather vivid deseription of how poor McKinley,
bewildered by the intricacies of the wool schedule, turned the
whole matter over to the parties in interest to fix it up between
themselves. Mr. Justice says:

After that the interests of growing wool and manufacturing wool
were so conflicting that Mr. MeKinley gro osed that we call a con-
vention in Washington and frame Schedule so that it would be just
and fair both to the woolgrower and the manufacturer and the con-
sumer as well. Schedule K of the McKinley Act was the result of that
convention in which you and I took an active part, and, as you know,
the McKinley Act was succeeded by the Wilson Act, whi in turn
again was succeeded by the Dingley Act, and Schedunle K of the Ding-
ley Act is the Schedule K of the McKinley Act revised and improved.

If I voted for that arrangement, it was under the impression
that I was being guided by the wisdom of William Mc¢Kinley;
and if T acquiesced in it in 1897, it was because of my confidence
in the character of Nelson Dingley. I might possibly even at
this late day be able to vote for it if I could identify it with
the wisdom of anybody connected with the tariff committees of
either House.

Having thus sketched briefly the origin and gradual ossifica-
tion of the tariff on woolen goods, I propose now to consider the
theory upon which it has been habitually framed, and then to
point out the excesses into which Congress has been led in
adjusting these rates. I propose, also, to examine in a sort of
statistical summary, the effect of this schedule in operation, and
to suggest a basis for the amendment of the law.

There is nobody in the Senate that I would regret so much
to disturb as my honored friend from Wyoming [Mr. WARREN] ;
and to save him any anxiety or any sudden purpose to rise to
any point of order as I proceed, I desire to repeat what I
have already said in the Senate, that I do not intend to try
to modify the existing rates upon wool, although I believe that
the time is at hand when the National Wool Growers' Associa-
tion might well reconsider the attitude which they have main-
tained for more than a generation as to the effect from their
standpoint of the present rates upon wool, based not upon its
value but upon the breed of the sheep and the geographical
origin of the imports. It can not be doubted that the existing
system has unequally distributed among those who use wool
in their manufacturing enterprises the burden arising from the
tariff, and particularly the burdens arising from excessive and
prohibitory rates on wool wastes and the by-products of worsted
manufactories.

It would seem to be feasible to extend to those manufac-
turers of woolen goods like carpets, who are not able to use
any home-grown material at all in their business, the privilege
of buying such wool with nominal tariff rates, or none at all.
The old fear of our own woolgrowers that such a concession
to a great American industry would introduce a clandestine
competition with elothing wool has become more and more im-
aginary, in the light of experience under efficient Treasury
regulations. But it is not my intention to discuss the wool side
of this schedule, since I am not prepared at this time to offer
suggestions in a practical form. There is, however, at least one
feature in the wool paragraph to which I wish to direct at-
tention, and that is the proposed classification of combed or
carded wool for the use of the yarn maker, with finished cloth,
That is a singular scheme by which wool or hair advanced be-
yond the condition of scouring is put into the same classification
as woolen cloth and assessed at a rate four times the specific
rate on raw wool and from 50 to 55 per cent ad valorem.

Mr. ALDRICH. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, Does the Senator from Towa
yield to the Senator from Rhode Island?

Mr. DOLLIVER. I do.

Mr. ALDRICH. I know the Senator wants to be correct.

Mr. DOLLIVER. Yes, -

Mr. ALDRICH. The Senator is not correct in that statement,
The rate assessed is three times as much.

Mr. DOLLIVER. I beg the Senator’s pardon. It is not an
offense of ignorance, but simply a confusion which arises from
talking in the presence of experts. It is three times in case of
tops valued at less than 40 cents a pound and four times if
valued over 40 cents.

Mr. ALDRICH. I trust that confusion will not lead the
Senator too far astray from the truth,
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Mr, DOLLIVER. If my friend will permit me, I intend to
have my remarks thoroughly revised before they are printed,
and I will not deceive anybody in the Senate who has a tech-
nical familiarity with the subject.

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, let me suggest to the Senator
that those rates which he speaks of as being three or four times
as much are based upon wool in the dirt.

Mr. DOLLIVER. I hope the Senator will not become ele-
mentary with me. I have spent weeks in studying every subject
relating to the production of wool, from the birth of lambs to
the manufacture of cloth, and I will not ask anybody to instruct
me on details. [Laughter.]

Mr. WARREN. I hope the Senator will excuse me, in view
of his greater knowledge of sheep growing than I possess.

Mr. DOLLIVER. No; the same knowledge—a common
knowledge.

Mr. WARREN. And I hope we may have the benefit of that
knowledge during the latter part of the Senator’s speech.
[Laughter.]

Mr. DOLLIVER. I intend to give the public the benefit of
such knowledge as I have acquired, and I intend to discuss that
question, although I do not intend to have it rehashed by others
in the midst of my discourse.

This whole top duty was put in our tariff laws by a gentleman
from Boston, who has filled the greater bulk of the volume of
our tariff hearings here in Congress for twenty years.

Mr. ALDRICH. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Iowa
yield to the Senator from Rhode Island?

Mr. DOLLIVER. Certainly,

Mr. ALDRICH. That duty was put in the tariff by William
McKinley. Whether he did it upon the advice of somebody else
or not, I do not know; but it was put into the bill by William
McKinley.

Mr. DOLLIVER. Mr. President, it is a disagreeable duty
to embarrass so old'a friend upon the history of wool legisla-
tion in the United States, but I hold in my hand the tariff
testimony taken in the Fiftieth Congress by the committee
of which the honored Senator was a member, and I find that
in the Senate substitute for the Mills bill it was put in. That
does not agree with what my honored friend has just told me.

Mr. ALDRICH. I have said it was put into the law by
William MecKinley.

Mr. DOLLIVER. And I my it was put into the law by Wil-
liam Whitman. I find in this hearing in 1888 that Mr. Whitman
appeared before the committee, giving the committee in exact
language, and handing it to them, the very provisions of that
law.

Mr. ALDRICH. Mr. President, the act of 1888 was prepared
by a committee of which the late Senator from Iowa [Mr.
Allison] was chairman and of which I was a member. For
that bill the then Senator from Iowa was responsible. I do
not know what was the language used by Mr. Whitman, of
Boston, but I do know that the duty on tops, which appeared
in the act of 1897, which appeared in the act of 1890, and which
appeared in the act of 1888, was at the demand of the wool-
growers of the United States. Whether Mr. Whitman agreed
with them or not I do not know, but that duty was inserted at
the demand of the woolgrowers.

Mr. DOLLIVER. I desire to know by whom the duty on tops,
as it now appears in the Dingley law, was asked for?

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, I suppose that question is ad-
dressed to me. I will say, regarding the duty on tops, as it now
appears in the Dingley bill, it is as it was asked for by Judge
Lawrence, of Ohio, who was then the chairman of the National
Association of Wool Growers. He asked that it be changed
from the language used in the laws which had preceded, because
he thought there had been some avoidance in the collection of
proper customs duty.

Mr. DOLLIVER. I desire only to debate one thing at a
time. I said the duty was put in our tariff laws by William
Whitman. My friend from Rhode Island said that it first ap-
peared in the McKinley bill. I replied that it first appeared
in the bill which he himself reported to the Senate in 188S.

Mr. ALDRICH. The then Senator from Iowa, Mr., Allison,
reported that bill.

Mr. DOLLIVER. I beg your pardon.

Mr. ALDRICH. Oh, no; I did not report it.

Mr. DOLLIVER. But, Mr. President——

Mr. ALDRICH. I am entirely familiar with the subject, and

I assure the Senator from Iowa that Senator Allison reported
the bill, while I made the report.

Mr. DOLLIVER. That is just exactly what I say.
But I did not report the bill.

Mr. ALDRICH.

Mr. DOLLIVER. If you did not report the bill, how does it
come that this Senate document says, ** Mr. AvpricH, from the
Committee on Finance, submitted the following report?"

Mr. ALDRICH. I made the report on the bill, but the late
Senator from Iowa was chairman of the subcommitfee and
himself reported the bill and defended it on the floor of the
Senate.

Mr. DOLLIVER. Mr. President, I was just interested in
showing that this curious top question did not originate in the
McKinley bill; but that Mr. Whitman eame before the commit-
tee of which my friend from Rhode Island was a member, and
submitted in language what he desired to have done on tops.
For instance, he proposed the following: <

All wool and hair of the goat—

This is a schedule of duties proposed by the National Woolen
Manufacturers, not by Judge Lawrence—

All wool, hair of the goat, alpaca, and other animals, including wool
or worsted tops and hair tops, which have been advanced by any process
of manufacture beyond the washed or scoured condition, not otherwise
enumerated or provided for in this act, shall be subject to the same
duties as are imposed upon manufactures of wool not specially enumer-
ated or provided for in this act.

Mr. ALDRICH. If the Senator will read——

Mr. DOLLIVER. Does it surprise the Senator from Rhode
Island that that was put into the bill in 18887

Mr. ALDRICH. If the Senator will read the act of 1890, he
will find that that language is not in it.

Mr. DOLLIVER. The only difference in the language is that
the act of 1890, instead of saying * including wool and worsted
tops or hair and hair tops " omits those lines and says “in the
form of roping, roving, or tops.” The Senate bill of 1888 omits
a reference by name to tops. Why? Because the meaning of
the paragraph is exactly the same whether the name is there
or not: and the only reason they were omitted was to throw
confusion and uncertainty over what was meant by the lan-
guage. But when you say * wool and hair advanced beyond the
scoured condition,” you do not have to say * tops,” because it
is unnecessary always to expose the details of a proceeding
when you are manufacturing a tariff schedule outside of Con-
gress,

Mr. ALDRICH.

Mr. DOLLIVER.
further.

Mr. ALDRICH. Does the Senator from Iowa think it is
fair to our late associate to say that every item in the bill of
1888 that was suggested by somebody outside of the committee
was an item put there by outside parties? Does the Senator
from Jowa think that our late associate was in the habit of
having any man anywhere dictate to him what should go into
tariff legislation?

Mr. DOLLIVER. Mr. President, that is a favorite strain of
suggestion from my honored friend from Rhode Island. I have
already suggested that I did not intend to debate those matters,
I simply say that it did go in at the request of Mr. Whitman;
and I am not surprised that my former colleague acquiesced
in it, because eight years later a lament went up from the
secretary of the American Wool Association, nicely ensconced
in a confidential relation with the Finance Committee of the
Senate, that in the sickness of the Senator from Ithode Island
he found it impossible to explain this matter to Senator Allison
and Senator Platt, and he longed for the return and help of
the Senator from Rhode Island, so that there might be one man
on the committee, at least, who would understand the matter.
[Laughter.]

Mr. ALDRICH. Mr. President—

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Towa
yield to the Senator from Rhode Island?

Mr. DOLLIVER. Certainly.

Mr. ALDRICH. The Senator from Iowa, if he is at all fa-
miliar with the subject, knows that the matter then in contro-
versy, or in correspondence, had nothing whatever to do with
the duty upon tops.

Mr. DOLLIVER. Why, Mr. President——

Mr. ALDRICH. Mr. Whitman, who is alluded to, was op-
posed to the Senate provision on tops. The House bill fixed a
duty on tops, which was reduced by the Senate. The House
comiittee, of which the Senator from Iowa was a member, put
a compound duty upon a compound duty upon tops. It was
higher than the provision of the bill as it was reported from the
Senate Committee on Finance in 1897, and the subject in contro-
versy was not as to what the proper duty on tops should be.

Mr. DOLLIVER. The other day when I was, with some
diffidence, trying to make a speech here and called attention to
the fact that the secretary of the American Woolen Manufac-

Mr. President——
I do not desire to debate that question
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turers’ Association had written to his employers in Boston that
he could not explain this woolen schedule te Senator Allisom

ani Senator Platt, my friend from Rhode Island [Mr. ArpricH] |

was instantly on his feet to say that it svas not the wool sched-
ule, but the guestion of tops that had bafiled the perceptive
faculties of Allison and Platt.

Mr. ALDRICH. Mr. President, I was associated with the
late Senator from Iowa, Mr. Allison, for twenty-seven years,
and with the late Senator from Connecticut, Mr. Platt, for
twenty-four years in this body. No man can truthfully say
anywhere in the world that those men, or either of them, did
not understand fully everything in conunection with any piece
of legislation which they indorsed or which they presented.

Mr., DOLLIVER. I have heard that remark now for the
third time, and——

Mr. ALDRICH. It is true.

Mr. DOLLIVER. And I notify the Senator from Rhode
Island that if he desires to pronounce enlegies upon my friend,
with whom I served also, not twenty-seven, but more than
twently years, and whom I loved as I loved my father, 1 desire
the eulogies placed where they will be more appropriate than in
this running discussion of the wool tariff.

Mr. ALDRICH. Will the Senator allow me to ask him a
question?

Mr. DOLLIVER. Certainly,

Mr, ALDRICH. Does the Senator hold that his late colleague
was ignorant of the details of the tariff duties upon wool and
woolens?

Mr. DOLIIVER. The secretary of the American Woolen
Manufacturers’ Association, employed in a eonfidential capacity,
without salary, except such salary and perquisites as were paid
him by his employers in Boston, wrote to his employers that it
was not possible to get Senator Allison and Senator Platt to
understand this matter; that the only man on the committee
that knew anything about it was sick; and he also said that he
found it impessible to explain it, because Senator Allison and
Senator Platt did not know of Whitman's agreement with Sen-
ator AvpricH, but that they trusted him.

Mr, ALDRICH. Does the Senator from Towa think that that
statement was true? Does he think that the late Senator AIl-
son did mot know about the details of the wool and woolen
schedule?

Mr. DOLLIVER. Mr. President, I have had so many troubles
in finding my way through it myself, when giving my entire at-
tention to it, that I do not think I would impeach the moral
character of my former colleague if I said that I thought maybe
he was bewildered also.

What is the object of the duty on tops? Tops are wool pre-
pared for the worsted-yarn makers. They are combed, and
men make a living, I understand, selling them to other people.

Mr. ALDRICH. I am sure the Senator does not want fo get
even into this first brief statement of his, subject to revision
as it is, a statement which is not accurate.

Mr. DOLLIVER. <Certainly not.

Mr, ALDRICH. The Senator from Iowa was a member of
the Ways and Means Committee in 1897; and I remember, in
the course of a conversation with some wool people, they asked
him the guestion whether he knew what tops were, and he was
obliged to answer “ no.”

Mr. DOLLIVER. I was very candid about it.

Mr. ALDRICH. I think the Senator is mow displaying the
same amount of knowledge.

Mr. DOLLIVER. Well, let me give a definition of tops. Tops
are scoured wool advanced beyond that eondition.

Mr. ATLDRICH. Yes.

Mr. DOLLIVER. They are the raw material of the yarn
maker

Mr. ALDRICH, Yes.

Mr. DOLLIVER. They result from combing worsted wool
for the purpose of manufacturing worsted cloth. They produce
a by-produet called “ noils; ” and in the manufacture of yarns
there are certain wastes, called “ slubbing ¥ and “ roving ™ waste.
A peculiarity about the hill is that these tops, which have a
market value everywhere in the world, are assessed at the rate
provided for woolen cloth; and the noils, which are to be sold
to others, are assessed at a prehibitory rate—I think 20 cents a
pound—and the other minor wastes are assessed at prohibitory
Tates.

The manufacturer of worsted goods sells all these by-produects
to his competitors on his own terms. I have made up my
mind that there is something wrong about that, and I am not
without support among the great carded woolen manunfacturers
of the United States. So that, if nobody else does it, I intend
1o propose a little amendment te the duty on tops, reducing their

dignity not much, but just beneath the dignity of the yarn, of
which they are the raw material. Beyond that I do not think
I will go, except that I shounld like to suggest to the Senator
from Wyoming that, if he has leisure during some of the long
summer nights, it might be a good idea for him to reflect apon
the phenomenon now everywhere apparent—and I
think, very portentous—the progressive elimination of wool from
the clothing, the bedding, and the furnishings of the modern
household.

Turning now to the duties on yarns and woven and knit fab-
rics of wool, I desire to call the attention of the Senate to the
abuses which have grown into the schedules, many of them
without the knowledge or consent of the Finance Committee of
the Senate. I spoke the other day about the difficulty of under-
standing thege schedules, and allnded to evidence now at every-
body’s hand that they were so complex and unintelligible that
only one man on the committee was able to comprehend them.
My friend from Rhede Island rose immediately to say that
it was not the woolen schedule but the duty on tops that
bewildered the late Senator Allison and the late Senator Platt
of Comnecticut, two trained and alert students of our practical
affairs, whose names do not suffer by comparison with the great-
est statesmen who have illustrated the intellectual dignity of
Ameriean public life. In the name of sense, if these men could
not understand the top gquestion, what exeuse is there for seek-
ing to belittle the efforts of others who in trying to serve their
own day and generation are engaged in exposing the trickeries
that in the course of a half century have found hiding places
throughout the woolen schedules?

The chief fault to be found with this schedule of the pending
bill lies in the fact that it adopts a secale of duties 20 years
old without the slightest effort to readjust them so as to miti-
gate the inegualities which they have imposed upon more than
one t of the woelen industry in the United States,

And if I understand the committee's work correctly, they just
gathered around this old law, which has passed from one genera-
tion to another, and said: “ This is a hard subject and a fighting
subject and a tiresome subject; we have got the woolgrowers
and the woel manufacturers so that they are not going to raise
any row about it, and the best thing for our comfort and com-
venience is just to let it alone.” Am I not correct about that?

Mr. WARREN. As the Senator seems to be propounding that
guestion to me, I will say that he has already stated that he
gets his information and the suggestion of an ad valorem tax
very largely from the wool manufacturers. Is not that so?

Mr. DOLLIVER. No; I thought of that myself. [Laughter.]

Mr. WARREN. What about the carded-wool manufacturers,
from one of whom you have just quoted? Are they not satis-
fied?

Mr. DOLLIVER. Not very.

Mr. WARREN. I know how true the Senator wishes to be to
the farming interests and to the farmers and stock growers; and
I know that in any amendment he may offer he will not desire
to put a duty on manufactured articles low enough, so that in-
stead of the wool coming in in its raw state it will come in
manufactured, wholly or in part.

Mr. DOLLIVER. No, sir; but I will tell you what I will do.
If 1 could enjoy for two hours the undisturbed society of the
Senator from Wyoming, I would show him that these geritle-
men have fixed up a wool proposition with him, in which the
man who buys 100 pounds of high-shrinkage wool, which shrinks
to 30 pounds in the washing and scouring, has to pay duty upon
that wool of 36% cents per pound, whereas the worsted people,
who are importing English weol and Canadian washed woaol,
find themselves in this measure confronted by a very beautiful
sitnation of their own arrangement. The woolen cloth manu-

| facturer, if he imports wool washed, pays not 11 cents, but 22

cents for it; but the worsted importer of woel imports wool at
12 cents, whether it is washed or not.

Mr, SMOOT, Mr, Presiden

The PRESIDENT pro tempere. Does the Senator from Towa

‘yield to the Senator from Utah?

Mr. DOLLIVER. I do not want to take but one inte the
class. [Laughter.]

Mr, SMOOT. T do not think the Senator wants to make any
statement here that is not correct. T want simply to say this——

Mr. DOLLIVER. The Senator from Utah will have ample
time, There is going to be no hurry about this; and I want at
least to get the privilege of stating my own conclusions in re-
spect to it

Mr. SMOOT. If the Senator——

The PRESIDENT pre tempore. The Senator from Iowa de-
clines to yield.
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Mr. SMOOT. If the Senator from Iowa wants to make a
statement here that is not correct—— .

Mr. DOLLIVER. What statement does the Senator wish to
correct?
Mr. SMOOT. The Senator was speaking as to the worsted

people using coarse wool——

Mr. DOLLIVER. I did not say * coarse wool.”
lish wool and Canadian washed wool.

Mr. SMOOT. Instead of that, the people of this Nation use
90 per cent of western wool——

Mr. DOLLIVER. They use a good deal of the Utah wool.

Mr. SMOOT. They use nearly all of the Iowa wool.

Mr. DOLLIVER. This scheme has nearly destroyed the wool
industry in Iowa.

Mr. SMOOT., So far as that is concerned, I do not want to
discuss it. If the Senator does not want any interruptions, I
shall not attempt to further interrupt him.

Mr. ALDRICH. Mr. President, I would suggest to the Sen-
ator, in view of the language he has been using in describing
these articles, that it might be well for him to secure the serv-
%ces of some practical man to revise his speech before he pub-
ishes it.

Mr. DOLLIVER. This speech is not made without the ad-
vice of practical men. I have undertaken to put myself in the
society of men who understand these matters, or I would not be
here forcing my views on the Senate of the United States.

Mr. ALDRICH. The Senator stated that the duty on washed
wool was 363 cents. It is of no comsequence, but it is not
correct.

Mr. DOLLIVER. I said on wool of a certain shrinkage
scoured after importation.

Mr. ALDRICH. Thirty-six and two-thirds cents.

Mr. DOLLIVER. Yes, on wools that shrink 70 per cent.

Mr. ALDRICH. The duty on scoured wool is three times
the duty on washed wool.

Mr. DOLLIVER. I am not talking about the duty on
scoured wool. That is not imported. I am talking about wool
which shrinks 70 per cent in scouring after it gets here.

Mr. ALDRICH. It does not make any difference whether it
shrinks 70 or 700 per cent. The duty is all the same.

Mr. DOLLIVER. Let me show that it does. If a man im-
ports a hundred pounds of wool that shrinks to 80 pounds, he
pays a duty of 11 cents a pound upon the raw wool. Eleven
times a hundred is $11, and when his wool shrinks from 100
pounds to 30 pounds, and you divide $11 by 30, what do you get
per pound as the duty actually paid?

Mr. ALDRICH. But the Senator said the duty on the
scoured was 363§ cents, whereas in the case he cites it would be
33 cents and not 363.

Mr. DOLLIVER. Mr. President, I wish to point out another
folly in the woolen schedule. It is not only too old for our use
now, but in addition to that, the readoption of these old rates
disappoints a reasonable public expectation that the people
should be allowed to participate in those economies of produc-
tion which have everywhere appeared in the business world,
and have a share in that steady progress of the industrial arts
which we have been led to think is characteristic of our country
and our times. In other words, if these rates were high enough
twenty years ago, they are too high now, unless we admit that
the weaver's craft is at a standstill in America—a thing which
nobody believes for a moment.

Mr. CARTER. Mr. President—

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Iowa
¥ield to the Senator from Montana?

Mr. DOLLIVER. Certainly.

Mr. CARTER. If the Senator will permit me, I desire, be-
fore he passes from worsted manufacture, to inguire whether
I correctly understood him as stating that worsted goods were
chiefly manufactured out of what is known as “second-class
wool,” which is admitted at 12 cents per pound?

Mr. DOLLIVER. I said—and tried to show, at least—that
second-class wool, admitted at 12 cents a pound, whether washed
or unwashed, is manufactured into worsted goods.

Mr. CARTER. I desire the Senator to answer the question,
if he will, whether I am to understand his statement to be that
worsted goods are chiefly manufactured from second-class wool.

Mr. DOLLIVER. I have no statistics at hand that would
enable me to make an intelligent statement about that——

Mr. WARREN rose.

Mr. DOLLIVER (continuing).
[Laughter.]

Mr. SMOOT. I do not blame the Senator.

Mr. WARREN. I congratulate my good-natured friend on

I said Eng-

And I do not want any.

that a man to make a really good and popular speech does not
want any statistics and not very much knowledge on the sub-
ject. Now, I want to ask a question.

Mr. DOLLIVER. A wiser man than either of us—old Thomas
Carlyle—has said that the chief practical use of statistics was
to keep the other fellow from lying to you. [Laughter.]

Mr. WARREN. In order to follow that line, T want to ask
the Senator a question, since he has devoted some portion of his
speech to me. The Senator from Montana has asked whether
second-class wools go into worsteds, and whether all the worsteds
are made of second-class wool.

Mr. DOLLIVER. I replied that second-class wools did go
into worsteds, and I do not know how much of other kinds of
material.

Mr. WARREN. Only about 7 per cent of all the wools im-
ported are second class wools. For the last sixteen years——

Mr. DOLLIVER. I notice that they are arriving at the rate
of a million pounds a month now.

Mr. WARREN. And therefore worsted, being the cloth now
most generally worn, must naturally be ‘'made largely from
first-class wool and not exclusively from second class, Second-
class wools are used for luster goods, but furnish only a small
part of the whole stock consumed in the manufacture of worst-
eds; and T per cent is all the second-class wool imported, out of
a total 100 per cent imported wool of the three grades—first,
second, and third class.

Mr. DOLLIVER. Mr. President, when I say that the natural
progress of the art of weaving ought to have suggested a
gradual reduction of these rates I am not guilty of any heresy.
I got the idea in 1897 when Governor Dingley reported to the
House of Representatives the great bill which bears his name,
He seemed to take pride in saying that we had reduced nearly
all rates below the level of the McKinley bill, leaving them,
however, still amply protective.

I have in my possession a letter over the governor's sig-
nature in which he said: “ We expect to cut nearly all our
duties considerably below the act of 1800.” That was his view
of a sound public policy, even when the committee was holding
its deliberations in the midst of a universal wreck of American
business. Not only did the act itself, except as to wool and
woolens, considerably reduce the scale of the McKinley rates,
leaving it, however, still amply protective, but there was em-
bodied in the Dingley law what appeared to be a prospect of
still further reducing the entire dutiable list through diplo-
matic negotiations for the more favorable admission of our ex-
port merchandise. It was no credit to either House of Congress,
however justified it may have been by the exigencies of party
polities, that Schedule K survived that honest effort to reduce
duties which was effective in nearly-all the other tariff sched-
ules.

But to say that that failure of the Dingley Act represented
the wisdom of any American statesman or any disinterested
expert on our tariff problems is simply to take advantage of
those whose sources of information are limited.

I had in those days a daily association with one of the most
extraordinary students of our customs tariff system who has
ever been connected with the Treasury Department. IHe was
a famous and honored citizen of my own State, and, having
been requested by the historical society connected with our
state government to prepare a brief sketch of his remarkable
career, I have had access to his papers, letters, notes, and
memoranda, not only on the tariff act of 1897, which he helped
the committees in both Houses to prepare, but as far back as
1888, when he was closely associated with Senator Allison in
the preparation of the Senate substitute for the Mills bill, upon
the popularity of which General Harrison was elected Presi-
dent of the United States. I refer to Col. George C. Tiche-
nor, who rose in the service of the Treasury Department to be
Assistant Secretary, with the customs service under his charge,
and afterwards to be chairman of the Board of General Ap-
praisers under the administrative customs act which he helped
Senator Allison to prepare. He was honored with the confi-
dence of Democrats and Republicans alike. He qualified as an
expert on the wool question by lifelong studies on the farm and
in the factory, and from the custom-house to the port of in-
voice, spending five years in Europe searching out every secret
of our foreign commerce. I call the Senator from Rhode Island
to bear witness, for he was his friend, to the unrivaled mastery
which he acquired over all the questions with which we have
to do here, and especially this wool question, which we have,
with a sort of hereditary cowardice, turned over to the parties
who are selfishly interested in the rates.

I find among Colonel Tichenor’s papers a letter, dated June

the happy state of mind he is in. I have always maintained | 24, 1897, in which he gives an unbiased opinion of the wool

-




1909.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE.

1713

schedule which it is now proposed to reenact without even the
stale formality of debate. I read an extract, as follows:

The manner in which the so-called *“wool compensatory duty’ Is
expressed In the different paragraphs of the Senate bill relating to
manufactures of wool is cumbersome, confusing, and deceptive. It
was employed for the first time In the tarlf act of 1890, and, it was
hoped, for the last time. The method of expressing the ific duty
is lacking in symmetry, aimﬂ!iciw, and honesty. It is intended to
convey the impression that the article contains a certain number of
pounds of “unwashed wool of the first class,” which, in fact, is not
really accurate in any case and is wide of the truth in most instances.
For example, it is known to evergabndy at the coarser and cheaper
cloths, blankets, and flannels, contain very little, if any, wool of the
“ first class,” unless It be the “ aged and infirm " conditions of shoddy,
mungo, or flocks. A good deal of the “wool of the first class™ in
these goods is cow hide or common goat hair or cotton. Furthermore,
there are but few woven cloths or knit fabries imported In the manu-
facture of a pound of which as much as 3§, much less 4, pounds of
wool of the * first class™ is used. In the case of ready-made clothing
and articles of wearing apparel, provided for In paragraph 368, it is
well known that neither 4 pounds nor 43 pounds of wool of the * first
class " is actually consumed in the manufacture of a pound of such
goods. On the contrary, the quantity of wool thus used Is probably
not more than 3 pounds, upon an m’eraﬁe. The paddings, linings,
buckram, buttons, and so forth, go largely toward making up t?
welght of all such goods.

I will not stop to add a word to this blunt and fearless de-
scription of the scheme of the McKinley bill as to woolen
goods. Colonel Tichenor tried faithfully to serve the people of
the United States while he lived, and I do not regard it out-
gide of my duty here in the Senate to try to perpetuate the in-
fluence of his words, now that he is dead.

It is my purpose now to examine somewhat closely the state
of our foreign trade in woolen goods, in order to verify what I
had occasion to say the other day as to the excessive and pro-
hibitive character of these tariff rates, for it ought not to be
forgotten that while a proportion of the aggregate assessments
may be properly said to reimburse the manufacturer on account
of increased cost of his material, it is nevertheless at the same
time and to its full amount the barrier over which all imported
goods must pass. According to the Burean of Statisties, in its
report for 1907, the actual importation of manufactures of
woolens and worsteds were as follows:

Women's and children’s dress goods, coat linings, ete.,

cotton nudﬁpart wool, chiefly cotton, 13 to 23 cents per
Hig ?;rr:dg l’Twrrm::ulen and worsted cloth, average value, $1.12

per poun

$9, 526, 752
5, 369, 487

Carpets and rugs____ 4, 420, 145
Clothing and wearing apparel_ 1, 852, 563
Webbings, gorings, suspenders, laces, etc 293, 000
Shoddy, mungo, waste, ete Lt i 288, 180
Pelty ooz ol 3 111, 405
N e el e 133, 937
Plushes and pile fabries ) 548
BlanEt e e e $42, 200
Knit fabrics 10, 216
Flannels —_______ 60, 548
Cheap woolens and worsteds 216, 614

—_— 329, 578

Total - 22,3844, 505

It will be seen, therefore, that the entire importations of 1907
of these cheaper woolen goods amounted to $330,000, producing
a revenue of $370,000, the total importation being insignificant
in comparison with our production. I ask you to observe how
these imports fare at the custom-house., Of the total amount,
$216,610 were woolen and worsted cloths, as follows:

Average value 39 cents per pound, dutiable at 33 cents per

pound and 50 per cent ad valorem, or 135 per cent_________ $27, 603
Average value G4 cents per pound, dutiable at 44 cents per
pound and 50 per cent ad valorem, or 119 per cent________ 188, 917

The well-ascertained value of foreign wools, printed in our
own books of statistics, indicates conclusively that such goods as
these, valued at less than 70 cents a pound, could not contain
3, much less 4, pounds of wool of the first class, and that fact
makes the so-called “compensatory duty” a mere device for
totally excluding foreign competition.

Of cloths valued at over 70 cents a pound, being the higher
grades of English woolens, over $5,000,000 worth were brought
in In 1907, paying a duty approximating 94 per cent on an
average valuation of $1.12 per pound. Whatever my doubts
about it, I am not able to successfully dispute that it might
require 4 pounds of wool of the first class to produce a
pound of such goods; and I will not deny that a man mak-
ing such goods in the United States, if the old wool tariff is
preserved, may properly ask his fellow-citizens to reimburse
him to the full amount of the 4 pounds of unwashed wool
to the pound of cloth, not because the wool he uses has a
uniform shrinkage like that, but because his competitor on
the other side has access to wools which are very cheap on
account of this extreme shrinkage. I make this concession
somewhat reluctantly., The reasoning is not my own; I got it

XLIV—108

years ago listening to a speech by the honorable Senator from
Rhode Island, but if I make it no clearer to you than it is to
me, we are all in the dark together. [Laughter.]

Let me call your attention to the statistical circumstances
which attend the introduction of blankets and flannels into the
United States. In 1907 we brought in $42,000 worth, as follows:

BLANKETS.,
Average price, 28 cents per pound; duty, 22 cents per pound

and 30 per cent ad valorem ; average utgz1 107 per cent—_—_ $316
Average price, 46 ceats per pound; duty, cents per pound

and 33 per cent ad valorem ; average duty, 106 per cent____ 219
Average price, 283 cents per pound; du:ly, 33 cents per pound

and 50 per cent ad valorem ; average duty, 165 per cent____ 40
Average price, 62 cents per pound; duty, 44 cents per pound

and 50 per cent ad valorem ; average duty, 121 per cent___. 3, 668
Price, 89 cents per pound ; duty, 44 cents per pound and 55 per

cent ad valorem ; average duty, 105 per cento oo oeeo 8, 217
Price, $1.05 per pound ; du?. 33 cents a pound and 40 per

cent ad valorem ; average duty, 71 per cent 29, 737

FLANKELS.

Valued under 40 cents ger pound ; price, 10 cents per pound ;

duty 22 cents a pound and 30 per cent ad valorem; average

duty, 143 per cent T S Tl 24
Valued over 40 cents a pound and under 50 cents a pound;

price, 49 cents; duty, 33 cents a pound and 35 per cent ad

valorem ; average duty, 101 per cento o oo 128

In addition, imports amounting to $50,000 of flannels, valued
above 70 cents a pound, were brought in in 1907, at an average
ad valorem of 106 per cent.

I now approach somewhat timidly paragraphs 376 and 377,
and it will help me along amazingly, if you have the books
handy, if you will turn your eye upon those two paragraphs,
because I want to say something definite in respect to them.

A glance at the first paragraph shows clearly that it does not
belong in the schedule of woolen goods, for it refers only to
cloths in which the warp consists entirely of cotton and the rest
of it wholly or in part of wool. The experts from the Depart-
ment of Commerce and Labor, who testified before the House
committee, showed distinetly that the filling of such goods could
not possibly be all of wool owing to the structure of the cloth.
It is not probable that there could be more than two-thirds of
the filling wool, and the fact is that it contains actually very
much less in most instances, Therefore it ought to be classed as
cotton goods, with a compensatory rate attached in addition to
the cotton rate applicable to the wool contained therein. It will
be observed that these rates advance, both the specific rate and
the ad valorem rate, with the price of the goods, until you come
to goods weighing over 4 ounces to the yard. At that point you
reach a proviso, which the House committee very properly
omitted, for it transfers all goods above that weight in a cloud
of language unintelligible, so far as its vital effect is concerned,
outside of the analytical bureau of the appraiser’s office in New
York, to a classification intended originally for goods manu-
factured out of wool of the first class, If I were called upon to
guess what it was that mystified Senator Allison and Senator
Platt in 1897 and drew from the secretary of the Woolen
Manufacturers’ Association that sad lament that the only man
on the committee to whom it could be explained was unfor-
tunately sick, I would not select the plain and open-faced duty
on tops even when concealed under the deseription of wool or
hair advanced beyond the washed or scoured condition, but
would pick out some such provision as this, and attribute their
discomfiture to that.

The following section is another good illustration of the blind-
bridle attachments that have been put onto the working harness
of Schedule K. You would naturally think that it dealt with
a different kind of goods, but neither the appraisers at New
York nor the statisticians here seem to think so. The only
difference is that in the first section the goods must be mostly
cofton, and under the second they are just as likely to be cotton
as not; and when you come to understand that the lifelong pro-
moters of this bungling legislation are just.as deeply interested
in cotton as they are in wool manufactures, you can the more
easily understand the situation. If I had my way about it I
would reduce some of these rates, and I would certainly in view
of the fact that the combined imports under both these pro-
visions indicate only a small and precarious entry of such mer-
chandise compared to its domestic production, I would at least
strike out these mischief-making provisos; or, if I left them in,
I would see to it that the goods, when they landed in the classi-
fication of cloths made out of wool of the first class, would en-
counter a “ joker ” put in on behalf of the publie, confining their
compensatory specific to the weight of the wool contained in a
pound of the cloth,

I desire now to speak of some of the morbid and abnormal
influences which have gone out from Schedule K to vitiate the
tariff system of the United States, The high rates imposed
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throughout the schedule have been peculiarly attractive to
laborers in other departments of the textile vineyard, and it is
easy to trace the movements of greed in more than one schedule
framed to protect these industries. Manufacturers in other
textile departments have been persistent in their efforts to get
the advantage of the rates on woolen goods. Makers of silks,
of cottons, and of furs, not satisfied with their own rates, have
sought shelter among the slippery provisions of the wool tariff.
We have already seen how hospitably the manufacturers of
cotton have been received. It takes only a slight investigation
of the silk schedules to see how easily that product puts itself
into partnership with the enterprise.

The manufacturers of fur garments, not content to gratefully
accept the modest 35 per cent accorded them by the present law,
have been able to secure here the increase of their rate to 50
per cent, provided they contain no wool. I do not know whether
they are entitled to that or not, but I do know that they ought
not to be allowed on account of the presence of wool in the
lining or elsewhere in the garment to pass over to the wool
schedule, where, in addition to the G0 per cent ad valorem, they
will enjoy a bogus compensatory of 44 cents per pound on the
weight of the whole garment, The root of this abuse lies in
Schedule K, where all sorts of manufactures, whether cloths
or clothings or anything else containing a trace of wool, must
be weighed up under its benign provisions. If it operated
merely to affix excessive rates fo articles not entitled to them,
it would be bad enough; but it operates also to bring our pro-
tective-tariff system into ridicule and contempt. Why shounld
a fur coat, with a cotton lining or no lining at all, be assessed
50 per cent ad valorem, while with $2 worth of wool lining it
takes 44 cents per pound and 60 per cent ad valorem? Rut that
is not an extreme case. I spoke the other day of a cotton blan-
ket, with a fringe of wool to prevent unraveling, received hos-
pitably at the custom-house and solemnly charged up with the
specific compensatory calculated a generation ago for woolen
goods, but that is not an extreme case.

Mr. ALDRICH. Will the Senator allow me?

Mr. DOLLIVER. Certainly.

Mr. ALDRICH. Has the Senator ever seen a cotton blanket
with wool fringe or wool selvage? Does the Senator think it
is possible to make a blanket with a woolen selvage?

Mr. DOLLIVER. I heard of this case from reputable people.

Mr. ALDRICH. Possibly reputable people, but——

Mr, DOLLIVER. I think I can bring in the blanket.

Mr. ALDRICH. I think you ean not.

Mr. DOLLIVER. But I do not want to cover up the subject.
[Laughter.]

Mr. ALDRICH. I do not think you ean bring in such a
blanket.

Mr. SMOOT. It can not be made.

Mr. DOLLIVER. That is not an extreme case.
my hand the brief—

Mr. ALLDRICH. While the Senator is looking——

Mr. DOLLIVER. I have quit looking.

Mr. ALDRICH. Permit me to say it would be physically
impossible to make an article of the character he has men-
tioned.

Mr, DOLLIVER. I will discuss that question when we come
to that schedule. It is fully described in a decision of the
Board of Appraisers in General Appraisers, 4313. I have in my
hand a brief for the petitioners in the case of A. J. Woodruff
& Co. v. The United States, in the circuit court for the southern
district of New York, in which they were trying to eseape pay-
ing duties under Schedule K on a sofa and a set of chairs in the
upholstery of which traces of wool appeared.

I will read a short extract from it, for it takes us into the
Cretan labyrinth of the wool tariff, with nothing to guide the
footsteps of our return unless we hold fast to the trusty clew
of worsted yarn provided for the exploit by outside friends.
Now listen to this:

The appraiser first examines the furniture, finds that the covering of
the sofa and chairs is tapestry, of which the chief value is silk, and
that the silk is the quhest valued component in the furniture. Con-
struing the provisions for furniture of wood as being limited to furni-
ture in chieip value of wood, he places the articles in the provisions for
manufactures in chief value of silk in paragraph 391. ut paragraph
291 has a proviso which says that manufactures of silk in part of wool
must pay the wool duty. He therefore turns to paragraph 356, finds
that the rate of the wool duty depends upon the value per pound of
the cloths, knit fabries, and all manufactures of every description there

rovided for, and proceeds to ascertain the weight, not of the fabrie,
ut of the furniture. He finds that the furniture weighs 200 pounds
and is worth $1,502. He divides 200 pounds of furniture into $1,582
and finds that a pound of sofa or a pound of chair is worth cver 70
cents. He now consults paragraph 366 again and finds that when a pound
of chair is valued over 70 cents it must pay four times the duty of 1

und of unwashed wool of the first class and 55 per cent ad valorem.
e turns to paragraph 357, where he finds that the duty upon all wool

I have in

of the first class is 11 cents a pound. He multiplies this by 4, gets

44 cents, then maultiplies by the pounds of wooJ. tapestry, ];:\fid .

;gri.ngs, nails, tacks, ete., and gets the specific duty, to which he ad
per cent of the invoice value.

Mr. ALDRICH. What is the Senator reading from?

Mr. DOLLIVER. I am reading from a brief by a great law-
yer in New York presenting a case to the cireuit court of the
United States.

Mr. ALDRICH. What was the decision of the court in that
case?

Mr. DOLLIVER. The appraisers decided that the law re-
guired the collection of the wool duty.

Mr. ALDRICH. What did the court decide?

Mr. DOLLIVER. The court decided that it was an intoler-
able absurdity. Both the tribunals were right [laughter]; and
we have now in the United States the funny spectacle of this
Government, 90,000,000 and more of fairly sensible people, sol-
emnly pursuing that preposterous thing in the circuit court
of appeals.

Mr. ALDRICH. What preposterous thing?

Mr. DOLLIVER. The preposterous thing to which I have
been referring. If it does not impress the mind of the Senator,
I would despair of being able to allude to it any more dis-
tinctly.

Mr.!‘r WARREN. Is the case now in court?

Mr. DOLLIVER. Yes. But that is not an extreme case, We
have in the United States an interesting institution engaged in
the manufacture of rubber goods, advertising in the Boston
newspapers that it absolutely controls the business, as a sign
of good credit, so that people in dealing with it will have con-
fidence, and persons who are purchasing stock will not be with-
out faith in the enterprise. I notice that in this bill they have
enjoyed a slight accretion of duty from 30 per cent to 35 per
cent. But I am not going to complain about that, because I have
not gone into the practical aspects of the subject. However,
the curious thing about it is that throughout a large list of their
merchandise they enjoy a protection which Congress in its sim-
plicity thought it was extending to clothing made of wool.

It will interest most people to know that the gum boots with
which the farmers of America are wading around in in the
snows of winter are lined usually with wool, and that when a -
box of them appears at a port of the United States they are not
troubled by the 30 per cent duty on manufactures of rubber.
Why? Because they are otherwise provided for. How? This
law which we refuse to even look at with a view of correcting
errors and absurdities transfers this merchandise bodily to
paragraphs intended to protect woolen clothing, and we see
the fine vaudeville sketch of a pair of rubber boots being
solemnly weighed up in the custom-houses of the United States
and assessed at 44 cents a pound and 60 per cent ad valorem as
wearing apparel composed in whole or in part of wool.

Mr. ALDRICH. Mr. President, does the Senator mean to
state that any such importations have ever been made, and that
any such duties have ever been charged? 3

Mr. DOLLIVER. Certainly no such importations have ever
been made. This is now, 1 take it, for the purpose of making
that everlastingly certain. Certainly nobody would ever start
on an enterprise like that.

Mr. ALDRICH. Mr. President, rubber boots are cheaper in
the United States than in any other country in the world.

Mr. DOLLIVER. Then why is there an increase from 30 to
85 per cent on manufactures of rubber?

Mr. ALDRICH. Because manufactures of rubber include——

Mr. DOLLIVER. If they are cheaper in the United States
than anywhere else, I intend to move to put them on the free
list.

Mr. ALDRICH. There are many other manufactures of rub-
ber besides rubber boots.

Mr. DOLLIVER. I will single out the boots and move to
put them on the free list. I am on the side of the ecitizens who
sometimes have to walk in the mud to the polls to vote the Re-
publican ticket in Towa.

Mr. ALDRICH. We have automobile tires made of rubber—
a great guantity of them.

Mr. DOLLIVER. It would not require very much sagacity
to separate an automobile tire from an ordinary gum boot.
Besides, automobile tires seem to be down in this bill in the
metal schedule at 45 per cent.

Mr. ALDRICH. There is no rate of duty of that kind or
form put in by any decision of any court or by anybody else.

Mr. DOLLIVER. *“Manufactures of rubber.” Did not the
Senate committee, in providing for the duty——

Mr. ALDRICH. The Senate committee on the woolen sched-
ule followed precisely the act of 1897 in every word; they have
not changed it.
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bLOIr. DOLLIVER. That is exactly what I am complaining
about.

Mr. ALDRICH. Well, that is all right. 7

Mr. DOLLIVER. Because no rubber boots would be brought
into a port so inhospitable as to charge them 44 cents a pound
and 60 per cent ad valorem.

They do make rubber boots on the other side of the water,
and in making those rubber boots there is a little scrap left
over like that [exhibiting]. It is rubber with a little wool
fused into it by heat, I reckon. There was a fellow out in
Boston, one of the constituents of my honored friend here, who
thought he would make an honest penny by going over the
border and buying some of this rubber scrap. He looked at
the Dingley law and found that old rubber that had finished
its earthly pilgrimage was on the free list. But that did not
satisfy him. He hired a lawyer, and was told that new
rubber, or rubber not entirely gone up from a worldly point of
view, was dutiable under the basket clause for wastes not
otherwise provided for at 10 per cent.

He thought he could stand that, and so he brought in the
stuff at Rouses Point, N. Y. They valued it at the custom-
house at $400 and presented him a bill for duties of $1,600,
He had encountered the wool tariff that goes on from one gen-
eration to another in the United States. He had got up against
a proposition that this was subject to the duties provided for
noils, wool extract, yarn waste, thread waste, and all other waste
composed wholly or in part of wool. When he came to [laugh-
ter] he hired a lawyer, and they finally induced the Secretary
of the Treasury to give him leave, although it was regarded as
a strain on the administrative customs law, to pay the duty,
recover all of it back except 1 per cent, and send the goods back
under the drawback clause. [Laughter.] Yet there is no way
to recover rubber from such waste without entirely destroying
the fiber.

I might go on until dark exhibiting these absurdities. I say
to you, gentlemen, that you can take the bill and dig more of
them out in one night's careful investigation with the advice
of skilled persons——

Mr. ALDRICH. You have got them.

Mr. DOLLIVER (continuing). Than I have given you or than
you would have time to receive in the Senate Chamber of the
United States.

Mr. ALDRICH. There are plenty of skilled persons of that
kind in this country and in our competitors abroad studying
this tariff question every day for the purpose of evading the
law and destroying the protective system.

Mr. DOLLIVER. Do you dispute the truth of what I say
about these things?

Mr. ALDRICH. I do not.

Mr. DOLLIVER. Then you ought not to attack men of
character who have been sitting up nights with me.

Mr, ALDRICH. I do not intend to do that; but I intend to
put in the Recorp, and I would be glad to do so now, if it would
not interrupt the Senator——

Mr. DOLLIVER. It would seriously disturb the continuity
of my discourse.

Mr. ALDRICH. When the Senator gets through, I will put
in the REecorp statements made in the debate upon the act of
1897 by the late Senator from Arkansas, Mr. Jones, and the late
Senator from Missouri, Mr. Vest, precisely along the lines of
the statements the Senator is now making. They could be taken
word for word and read by the Senator from Iowa and would
produce the same effect.

Mr. DOLLIVER. I said at the beginning that if I speak the
truth, if I confine myself to facts, I will not be diverted by the
circumstance that some wayfarer in this wilderness in a former
generation happened to strike the same things that have oe-
curred to me,

Mr. ALDRICH. I only made that observation for the pur-
pose of showing that the men who are trying to destroy this
tariff are still “ doing business at the old stand.”

Mr. DOLLIVER. Mr. President, I resent that statement. I
am not trying to destroy this tariff. I wish to leave it a Re-
publican tariff that ean be defended in the United States; and
before I conclude I shall show the Senate that I stand not upon
what Senator Jones, of Arkansas, said, but upon what Senator
ArpricH, of Rhode Island, did in 1888,

I propose now, Mr. President, by the kindness of the atten-
tion of the Senate, to point out not what I think ought to be
done, but what I think it is feasible to do in order to remove
from these schedules some of the absurdities and excesses of
which I have been complaining. If I had my own way about it,
the first thing I did would be to strike out the fictitious dis-
tinction between wools of the first class and wools of the second
class. Without giving my own views about it, I intend to read a

conversation which I had with a wool expert, an elderly gentle-
man who acted for the United States in the standardizing of
the wool samples in the custom-houses of the United States,
who happened to be in this city at the invitation of the Tri-
State Wool Growers' Association of Ohio, Pennsylvania, and
West Virginia in an advisory capacity.

The House of Representatives tried in vain to find out what
was the origin of the uneqgual duty between clothing wools and
combing wools. They could find nobody to answer the question.
I found clothing wools there assessed at 11 cents and called
“ first-class ” which by the time they got into the hands of the
manufacturer were charged up at least 22 cents a clean pound,
while the duty on combing wool, called * second-class” was 12
cents a pound, whether it was washed or unwashed. I wanted to
know how such a curious thing ever got into a tariff law. I be-
came all the more curious because I had to read it four or five
times before I could notice the joint where the proposition
emerged. I handed it to intelligent men and asked them if they
saw any distinction in that language between clothing wools and
combing wools, and one after another bright men said * I can
not see any distinetion.” If you will get the paragraph and read
it yourselves, you will notice with what delicacy of phrase,
worthy of poets and artists, this distinction has been wrought
into the very foundation of the wool tariff by which washed
combing wools of Class II, shrinking 20 per cent, come here
practically at 15 cents a pound, while wools of Class I, shrink-
ing 65 per cent, pay 31 cents a pound, owing to shrinkage in
cleaning, or in cases of an extreme shrinkage, as I tried to show
a moment ago, at 36§ cents a scoured pound.

So I was interested when this venerable saint of Israel came
into my room and said that he had heard that I was inter-
ested in the wool schedule. He talked with such intelligence
and such interest that I asked him if it would be disagreeable
if I took down his conversation in writing. He said he would
offer no objection, and so—

Mr. WARREN, If the Senator does not mind, I should like
to make an observation there as to wools of the first and second
class and worsted wools.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Bristow in the chair).
Does the Senator from Iowa yield to the Senator from Wy-
oming?

Mr. DOLLIVER. Certainly.

Mr. WARREN, In the present handling of wools and with
French combs, and so forth, now in use, a very large propor-
tion of wool of the first class becomes worsted stock. I want to
say that, as the Senator has said, scoured wools are not im-
ported to any great extent, and that the first-class wools that
are imported unwashed and unscoured are * skirted.” So they
come in at a shrinkage of about 50 per cent on an average.

Mr. DOLLIVER. I beg the Senator’s pardon, I am so anxious
to condense this discourse that instead of putting my own
words in this speech I have taken the words of another, and I
beg him not to extend the matter, as that is the very question
my old friend Edward A, Greene is about to discuss.

Mr. WARREN. I know to whom the Senator refers.

Mr. DOLLIVER. I want to read the conversation.

Mr. WARREN. I will not take the Senator's time now, but
I want to say that his statement regarding the shrinkage of
the first-class wools imported is wide of the truth, if the average
of importations is considered.

Mr. DOLLIVER. Here are the questions and answers. It is
not strictly a platonic dialogue, but in these commercial times
it may pass.

Mr, Greene stated that he had been in the wool business since
1855, and then the conversation proceeded as follows:

- 3& ’F—EE {oga?e?r given any atfention to the phraseology of the wool

. There is one thing in this wool tariff that I have not been able to
nnderstand—a good many things, in fact, but this one particularly.
Why has the language been so arranged as to double the rate on wools
of the first class which are washed and at the same time leave the orig-
inal rate on wools of the second class whether they are washed or
not?—A. In 1867 the only wools that were imported into this countr
of the first class were from the Cape of G Hope and from Sout
America, the latter called ** mestizo.” The Cape wool shrank from 60 to
70 per cent; the mestizo shrank from 65 to 75 r cent. That was
practically two-thirds, Washed wool was taken then at 20 cents and
unwashed wool at 10 cents.

Q. You refer to the high shrinkage of wools. Now, in the case of
the other wools of low shrinkage, the law seems to have made no dis-
tinetion as to whether they were washed or unwashed 7—A. Mr. Ed-
munds, who was treasurer of the Pacific Mills, at that time the largest
worsted mills in the country, said: * This will not do for me. I must
use either English or Canadian wools.” Thelv] are all washed ; and while
he had a compensatory duty based on unwashed, he succeeded in getting

the duty on washed wool the same as had been
mills were, and are now, located at Lawrence,

I1.1t on unwashed. His
D88,

Q. Do you think Mr. Edmunds helped to put these washed and Eng-
lish wools into the tariff bill with a view to the prosperity of the bl.:ls%-
lnetss tl%aat he was in?—A. He naturally was looking out for his own
nterests,
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q;eﬂas that provision of the law operated to create any Inequalities
as between the worsted manufacturers and the carded woolen people,
and how has it affected the woolgrower?—A. The worsted manufac-
turers have had the bif end of the horn from that day to this. They
get the same compensatory duty. They have injured the earded woolen
manufacturers and the woolgrowers. The carded woolen people and
knit-goods makers have to buy a %)od part of their materials from
the other fellows—their tops and the nolls which are the by-product
of top making, besides the other wastes which enter into cloth and knit
ands. The sheep people also are beginnlnf,' to see where they come in,
Vith eclass 2 wools, shrinking only slightly in the scour, entering at
12 cents a pound after being partly cleaned by washlng, the husband-
man finds not 24 or even 22 cents a washed pound between him and his
foreign rivals, as he has sup?nsed but only 12 cents, much of which
the importer gets back by selling in competition with native wool the
noils and wastes of the worsted mills now protected in the tariff by
rates wholly prohibitory. Here is the automatic retarder of domestic
wool prices working all the time.

I think it is time to have that inequality corrected, although
it may be to do so would require other changes in the law
which I have not yet had time to explore.

I have already called attention to the advisability of amend-
ing the provisions in this bill applicable to wool not otherwise
provided for when advanced beyond the scoured condition. That
absurdity, which everybody seems willing to cast off now, had
its origin also in the fertile brain of the president of the most
important worsted mill in America. Its modification, with a
view to putting the duty on tops at least below the duty on
yarn, will tend to remove inequalities, or, at least, to cut ex-
crescences.

I think that error ought to be corrected, and I hope the com-
mittee will see to it that in the adjustment of those rates the
duty is not made excessive on tops and that it is sufficiently
reduced on mnoils and other wastes of worsted manufacture;
in fact, on all wool wastes, so as to prevent it, at least, from
being totally prohibitory in its operation.

As to yarns and all kinds of cloth, whether made in whole or
in part of wool, it is proposed by amendments which I will have
the opportunity to offer later to effect a small reduction in the
higher ranges of the woolen rates by making the compensatory
duty applicable not to the weight of the cloth, but to the weight
of the wool contents of the cloth. It is intended by this change
not only to scale down in a moderate way these high duties, but
to remove the temptation of persons vaguely groping about in
search of a higher rate, yet unwilling to publicly avow their
purpose to grasp the glad hand extended through the cracks in
the paragraphs of Schedule K. A still more radical reform is
proposed in striking out provisions however harmless in their
original purpose which are drawn in such comprehensive lan-
guage as to add confusion to our tariff classifications and to
covertly increase the rates on a great variety of articles that
ought to stand in the light of day on their own merits.

Finally, it is proposed to resolve the uncertainties which sur-
round this schedule in nearly all its paragraphs by a general
provision in the nature of a duty beyond which no rates can be
lawfully assessed. The literature of this discussion is so full
of finespun theories about the deceptiveness of rates which,
when expressed in ad valorem equivalents, seem alarmingly high,
while in point of fact they are just and reasonable, and the
argument is so persuasive about the general effect of our tariff
in giving the people a cheap and serviceable cloth and it is so
fashionable for gentlemen to appear before the commiftee of
Congress sporting a brand-new $10 suit of clothes, that I have
concluded to take them all at their word by offering a proviso
that the rates levied iIn this schedule, specific and ad valorem,
simple and compound, when taken together, as applied to any
article, shall in no case exceed 100 per cent.

Mr. ALDRICH. Mr, President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Iowa
yield to the Senator from Rhode Island?

Mr. DOLLIVER. Certainly.

Mr. ALDRICH. I will put into the Recorp also several
amendments of the precise class which the Senator is now offer-
ing, which were offered to the act of 1897, and also the ob-
jections which were made to those amendments by Senator
Allison.

Mr. DOLLIVER. I trust the Senator may have the privilege
of doing that; but I would be greatly obliged to him if he would
not disturb my remarks by a premature announcement of all
his masterly strategic purposes.

I have caused an expert caleulation to be made of the effect
on rates of all the changes which I have suggested, and it has
gratified me to find that the proposals work out in moderate re-
duetions, especially upon those articles the like of which enter
into general use and consumption throughout our country, which
is a matter worth consideration. The great indusiries of the
United States have no better friend than I am now and have
been all the days of my life. I desire to see the wages of Amer-
jecan labor maintained; I desire to see the investments of Amer-

ican capital attended with success; but at times like the pres-
ent, with half of the worsted interests of the country already
absorbed by two great corporations, and a third now forming,
with a proposed speculative capital of $25,000,000, I stand here
to defend the people against the exactions of avarice and to
defend the good name of protective tariff against those who are
using it as a mere asset in the operation of financing conspiracies
in restraint of trade. In the effort I have made to state the
woolen rates in more moderate terms, I have been of.course
compelled to ignore the authority of the McKinley Act, however
great it may be, and to reexamine the framework of the Ding-
ley law, notwithstanding my reverence for the memory of that
good man.

I confess, Mr. President, that I was hurt somewhat a few
days ago, although I do not seem to show it much now, by
what looked to me at the moment as an unkind allusion to me
personally by the Senator from Rhode Island.

Mr. ALDRICH. That is not possible.

Mr. DOLLIVER. The Senator from Rhode Island desires
even now, apparently, to put me outside of the breastworks,
where so many good people have perished for the want of venti-
lation. [Laughter.]

I confess that my sensibilities were not untouched by the
Senator from Rhode Island, who when speaking in the Senate
the other day referred to my late colleague, using words in-
tended apparently to represent me to the country, in contrast
to him, as a weakling, tossed about by every wind of doctrine.
Yet, the Senator himself, in 1888, in reporting the Senate sub-
stitute, denounced the Mills bill because it bore with hardship
upon the great mass of the people, by making the rates upon
common dress goods and clothing oppressive and prohibitory,
and whoever will study carefully the rates throughout the
woolen schedule, prepared with painstaking care, by a subcom-
mittee of which Senator Allison was chairman, will see how far
we have departed from the good sense and moderation of other
years. That bill, which afterwards commanded every Repub-
lican vote in the Senate, and won the presidential campaign of
1888, reduced the woolen schedule more radically than I pro-
pose to do now. So that, instead of despising the counsel of
Senator Allison, or treating with indifference the sober judg-
ment of the Senator from Rhode Island, I am standing upon the
greatest act of constructive statesmanship which enters into
their fame as leaders of the Republican party. What I ask
to-day of party leaders, is to take us back, not to 1890, when
McKinley in despair turned the making of the wool tariff over to
a mass meeting of its beneficiaries; not to 1897, when Governor
Dingley’s avowed purpose to reduce the McKinley rates was
vetoed by the threats and clamor of outside interests; but to
1888, when the Senator from Rhode Island labored month after
month, day and night, with William B. Allison in the prepara-
tion of the only schedule of wool and woolens in forty years in
which either the public interest or the welfare of the Repub-
lican party was made paramount over sordid private considera-
tions.

I take the liberty, accorded to me by the Senate, of following
what I have had to say upon the woolen schedule, with an exact
record, which will reveal, at least in part, the kind of instruc-
tion I have had in preparing to submit my views on this ques-
tion to the Senate. I have been pestered by repeated sugges-
tions that I am presenting opinions originating in quarters hos-
tile to the protective tariff, and while the Senator from Rhode
Island is filling the daily Rrcorp with old Demoecratic opinions
about the wool tariff, suggesting that I am following them, I
take the liberty to print in the body of the speech which I am
making a verbatim transeript of a conversation that I have had
within the last few weeks with Mr. Samuel 8. Dale, famous
everywhere as a defender of the protective-tariff system, and
in his capacity of editor of the Textile World Record, of Bos-
ton, recognized everywhere as a conscientious expert upon the
subjects I have tfried to discuss:

Q. Mr, Dale, you have here two samples of wool. WIIl you kindly
desceribe them?—A. One is a sample of Cagg wool received a few days
ago from London, by way of Bradford. he estimated shrinkage in
scouring is 70 per cent, yielding 30 pounds of scoured wool from every

pounds of grease wool. The other is a sample of English wool
washed on the sheep's back, the estimated shrinkage being 20 per cent,
ylelding 80 pounds of scoured wool from every 100 Founds of grease
wool. The duty on the wool like the first sample is 11 cents a grease
pound, or 36§ a scoured pound. The duty on the wool like the second
sample, of English wool, is 12 cents a
scoured pound. Equally wide variations
of the first class, it being possible to find wools of class 1 shrinking
as high as 80 per cent and as low as 20 per cent. In one case, the
buyer gets 20 pounds of scoured wool from 100 pounds grease wool:
in the other case, he gets 80 pounds scoured wool from 100 grease

1. And yet the Dingley law imposes a duty of 11 cents a grease
ound ($11 a hundred pounds) in each case. Thus the user of the
rst lot pays a duty of $11 on 20 pounds clean wool, while the user

of the second lot the same duty, $11, on 80 pounde clean wool. [
th classes—1 and 2—in order to

ease pound or 15 cents a
n shrinkage occur in wools

have, however, selected samples of
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fllustrate the Inequality in the present tariff on washed and unwashed
A duty on wool should be ju by the amount per scoured
pound. The Dingley law fixes the duty on scoured wool at 33 cents
a pound, which is supposed to be the protection granted to the Ameri-
can wool grower. As a matter of fact, however, practically no wool
is impor in the scoured condition, while none of the imported
grease wool, on which the duty is 11 cents a pound, shrinks In
scouring over 55 per cent, the bul

As a result, the duty on the first and second class wool imported
into the United States, varies from 14 cents to 24 cents per scoured
pound, and nearly all of it Iz used in the worsted branch of the
industry.

Q. Is this eample of English wool unwashed or washed?—A. It is
washed on the sheep’s back.

Q. Is there any peculiarity about the tariff on these wools which
bears tmeﬂual!y on these two classes? —A. Yes; there are two causes
of inequality. First, there is the inequality resulting from the differ-
ence in shrinkage just explained. The other Is found in the provision
of Schedule K, paragraph 362, by which the duty is doubled on wool
of class 1 if washed on the sheep's back, while wool of class 2, if so
washed, is admitted at a single duty. If the Cape wool had been
washed on the sheep's back, the duty would have been 22 cents a
pound. The English wool has been so washed, but the duty is the
same, 12 cents, as if it had not been washed.

Q. What reason is there for any such discrimination between the
wools of the first class and of the second class?—A. There is no good
reason for it. In the early days of the industry the long luster wools
of the second class, washed on the sheep's back, were practically the
only wools used for the manufacture of worsted, the bulk of them
coming from Canada. Under the reciprocity treaty Canadian wools
were admitted free of duty. When that treaty was terminated these
wools of the second class, washed on the sheep’s back, were admitted
at the slnfle duty in order that the worsted industry might not be
deprived of raw material by a double duty. At the same it was
provided that wools of the first class, if washed on the sheep's back,
should be subject to a double duty, at 22 cents a pound. This differ-
ence in the tariff on washed wools of the first and second classes Is
special privilege to the users of wools of the second class or it is dis-
erimination against users of wool of the first class. In elther case it
is unjustifiable and should be abolished.

Q. Will you state how this inequality, which dounbles the duty
wools of the first class when they are washed, but leaves it undisturbed
in the case of wools of the second class when they are washed, has oper-
ated as applied to the various departments of wool manufactures?—
A. It has given the users of second-class wools access to foreign sources
of raw material at & much lower rate of duty than is im on heavy
ghrinking wools of the first class. Th ifference Is so great that users
of the second-class wools are able to import their raw material at a
rate of duty which is much less than that contemplated as protection to
the woolgrowers by the Dingley Act. On the other hand, the duty on
heavy shrinking wools of the first class is so high that would-be users
of this kind of wool find it impossible to import any of it. The users of
light shrlnklng wool are able to import their wool at a very low duty:
thg users of heavy shrinking wool are shut out of foreign sources of
supp.

1y.
Q. *Vlll you kindly tell me how much of this light shrlnkl.ng washed
wool of the second class, which you say is imported at the 12 cents a
pound rate, was brought in, and who imports it, and for what purpose 7—
A. The imports last year of second-class wools amounted to 9, 7,000
pounds. ey are used by worsted mills for luster worsteds, braids, and
similar goods.

Q. WIill you state what the present condition of the woolen manu-
facturing Industry is in the United States at present?—A. The worsted
business is very prosperous and developln’ﬁl rapldly, while the ecarded
woolen industry is very much depressed. is depression is due to two
causes: First, the greater popularity of smooth, hard-faced finish for
which worsteds are adap ; second, the fact that the carded woolen
mills are excluded from access to the forelgn wools adapted to their
goods, while the worsted mills have a comparatively easy access to such
sources of supply. These conditions have for the carded woolen
mills Into idleness or to the use of wool substitutes and have stimu-
lated the manufacture of inferior fabrics known as * cotton worsteds,”
made principally of cotton yarn with a small amount of worsted. These
cotton worsgeds are attractive to the eye before being worn, but they do
not protect the body against cold and damp and make a generally un-
satisfactory garment.

Q. What materials are open to the manufacturer of carded woolen
cloth beside new wool?—A. There are nolls and the wastes from the
manufacture of wool, and the material commonly known as * shoddy,”
which is made ::jy tearing Into a loose, fluffy, fibrous mass suitable for
reworking into eloth the tailors’ clippings and the woolen rags that are
collected around the country. The use of these materials is essential,
because the supply of new wool is entirely Inadequate to clothe the
weople. As careful an estimate as I have Deen able to make from the
t statisties avallable shows that If all the wool grown In the world
were converted into cloth, without the admixture of any other ma-
terial, and distributed pro rata among the people who inhabit the globe
outside the Tropics; where very little wool cloth is required, the annual
per capita share would be 14 ounces of pure wool cloth. The production
of wool in the United States, if divided among the people of the United
States, would amount to practically the same quantity—14

mre wool cloth for each person. is is little more than enowu
greechcloth. The ordinary light-weight cloth welghs about 1
per yard, 55 inches wide. A sult of clothes Ires 33 ¥ A man’s
share of the wael clip is, therefore, enough cloth to make a light-weight
suit every three and one-half years.

Q. What efeet on the clothing, bedding, and household furnishings of
the people kas this situation which ﬂ{ou deseribe produced, and what
would De its ultimate efect upon e woolgrowing indus —A. It
has deprived the ;m})le of an adequate supply of wool cloth ng. blan-
kets, and other articles of wool. It has compelled the use of inferior
gubstitutes for wool, which do not give the prote against damp-
ness and changes in temperature that is orded wool. It has
forced manufacturers to reduce the weight of all-wool cloths, so that
these goods, although made of wool on f’ fall to give proper protee-
tlon to the wearer. The prohibi# uties on wool wastes, nolls,
and similar materials restriet the mills to the comparatively limited
domestic supply of these materials, so that the goods made of wool
gubstitutes are much inferior to what they would be if a supply of
the better grades of wool substitutes were made avallable by an equita-
ble duty on these materials. The prohiblto duty on the hm
shrinking wools and on wool substitutes sul for the lower-p
goods and the low duties on the light shrinking wools suited for the

warm

at a low cos the same time facilitate the produe-
fon of the high-priced cloths. My judgment is that these conditions
will ultimately bring the tariff on wool and wool goods Into such
popular disfavor as may result in the violent removal of all duties
on wool and its substitutes, as was the case in 1894, and that, there-
fore, the ultimate effect of these conditions is likely to be very injurious
to the domestle woolgrowing industry.

Q. You spoke of the manufacturers of carded woolens belng driven to
the use of certain waste and by-products; you mentioned particularl
noils. Taking the sample of English wool which we have here, an
which you say enters at 12 cents a pound washed, and pays a duty
of only 15 cents on the contents of the scoured pound owing to its light
shrinkage, I will ask you to trace that wool from the conditlon In
which we have it here to the cloth or dress goods for which it is adapte
stating as you along what waste arises in the various processes o
man’ ure,.—A. The first process is scouring. The waste from scour-
ln% wool runs almost Invariably to waste In the stream, so that it need
not be taken into consideration. The next process is carding; the waste
here is a very small aarcentase of the welght of the wool, and its value

her-priced goods make it difficult to produce and dorable wool
m t, and at :

is low ewing to the and grease clinglng to it. The next process is
com . which divides the wool into two parts, the long fiber called
“tops " and the short fiber called * noils.”” The noils can not be used
by worsted mills and are, therefore, sold as a raw material for the

carded woolen mills. The tops are converted Into worsted, the process
after combing being drawinﬁ: a comparatively small quantity of slub-
bing waste is produced in_this %rocess. The drawing process converts
the tops into roving, and In the last operation of drawlng a small
gquantity of roving waste is made. The roving iIs spun and twisted into
yarn. {)uﬂﬁg th g:rocess and In the subsequent operatlons of spooling,
warping, weaving a quantity of yarn waste is made. This is run
through a ;xrnctt machine which converts it into a loose fibrous mass
known as “ garnetted waste.”

Q. These wastes are, therefore, a sort of by-product in the manufac-
ture of worsteds, and do not arise in the conversion of wool into
woolen goods ?—A. Wastes are made in the earded woolen manufacture,
but they are of a different quality and character entirely.

Q_'\\'!Emt becomes of these latter wastes?—A. They are used over

by the carded woolen manufacturers.

. Now, If I understand you, these wastes, noils, slubbing wastes,
rov wastes, and garnetted wastes are sold by the worsted factories
to the carded wool people?—A. Yes, sir.

Q: What are noils worth now a pound?—A. Prices vm‘% wide
the quality and state of the market. They vary from 135 to
per pound, and some perhaps higher.

Q. What are these nolls worth abroad?—A. I recently recelved a
large number of samples of noils and worsted waste from Bradford,

ly with
cents

England. Following is a list of them, with prices, at Bradford.
Memcorandum of prices of foreign noils, waste, and shoddy.
» d. Cts.
2540. Crossbred 40s nolls §§==-121
41. Crosshred 40s nolls T =14
2537. Crosshred 40s noils sg==15
2534. Crossbred 44s noils e Ow.IC 81=16}%
2536. Sliped New Zealand noils 83=1T
2535. Crossbred 46s noils - __ a8 =1T%
2039, §0s nolls __ D1=19%
25333, Lister-combed English noils =20
2532, Lister-combed English nolls 103=20
26. Australian crossbred 58/58s nolls_ .. ________ 11§==23
27. Australian Botany nolls. 15§==31
28. Cape Holden's dry bed noils . 3
25. Australian €0s nofls__ . ______ ______ 173=35
3155. Carded light waste et
2880. Medinm olive, medium shoddy. Ti=15
2000. Wd. carb. light shoddy _ 11 =22
2785. Wd. medium black shoddy 11 =22
2469. Fine fancy comforters, shoddy 8 =16
2. Dyed black-brown mungo. 43— 8
3. Dyed green mungo o 4i=— 8§
G. Green cheviots, shoddy - 33=— 6
4. Dyed black-brown cheviots, shoddy - oo - Oi== A}
1. Dyed green medium worsteds, shoddy = 4 = 8
5. Dyed light green medium worsteds, shoddy___________ 4j== 9
T. White merino nolls 143=29
. English blanket noils 10 =20
9. English nolls 81—163
10. English nolls 8 =16
11. English noils Ti==15
12, Dnﬁ:mn Down noils 10§=21}
13. Pulled white hesiery waste 104=21
14. Colored hosiery waste 11j==28
15. Gray hosiery waste 103=20%
16. Colored waste, carded Gi=13
17. White waste 103=203
18. Gray waste, carded Ti=15
19. White Botany waste 1T§=235
20. Colored crosshred 03=19
21. Colored Botany ... 193=39
22. Carbonized black serge, gulled__ 3= T
23. Carbonized black worste 4i= 9
24, New black worsted, carded 5{:10]

Nore.—The trade discount on noils, T to 12, inclusive, is 1} per cent,
payment one month ; also on tops, from 13 to 21, inclusive, terms net.

Q. Is the rate of duty, iprovlded in the Senate bill of 20 cents per
pound on noils, for practical purposes prohibitory?—A. It is. There
may be a small quantity of very high-grade nolls, suited for the produe-
tion of special grades of goods, t can be and are imported, but the

quanﬁ‘t[ymis ficant.
Q. The Bureau of Statistics indicates an Importation of about 400,000
pounds, valued at 40 cents a pound. So that the manufacturers of
carded woolens are left by this provision of law practically in the posi-
tion of bu 1n{: their materials of their competitors, who are already
displacing their goods? The tops that E“ speak of, are they used also
the carded woolen manufacturers?—A. Not at all ey are a
worsted product in process of manufacture.
. The Senate bill seems to class this product and the product
8 more advanced toward the finish arn, which you have referred
to as “roving,” with woolen cloth, which applies the cloth duty to

@ Last week's prices, 1% per cent discount,
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these intermediate materials. What is the reason for such a rate on
tops and roving ?—A. There is no good reason for such a rate, and the
supposed beneficlaries do not attempt to defend it. They are ready to
give it up. It is a glaring inconsistencf. It Is a prohibitory duty on
the product of Worsted-tgg mills, so that the term * supposed bene-
ficiary " refers to any producer of tops for sale,

Q. You think, then, that this top duty will not be insisted upon by
anybody *—A. 1 do not think anyone brought face to face with the facts
would Insist upon the Dingley duty on tops. It originated in 1889, I
think. I find the first record of this present duty on tops in a tariff hear-
ing on the textile schedules before the Senate Finance Committee of

1889,

Q. It will lpossibly be an advantage to these worsted mills, which are
not in a position to manufacture their own tops, to have this duty re-
duced somewhat below the dutles on yarn, will it not?—A. That would
depend upon the extent of the reductlon. A mountain-high tariff like
the present one on tops ean be cut considerably without changing its
prohibitory character. It would certainly be reasonable to have a
product that is less advanced than yarn bear a lower duty.

. 1 wish to talk with you a little about the framework of Schedule
K, as it relates to the specific duties applicable to the weith of cloths
and dress goods manufactured here. ave you ever studled the gues-
tion of whether the multiples of 3 and 4 by which this compensatory
duty on cloth as related to the duties on wools of the first class has
been calculated for so many years?—A. Yes; I have.

Q. I would like to know what conclusions you have reached about
that?—A. You will find my conclusions in this article, “ How much
wool to make a pound of cloth?"” No tariff on wool goods should be
based on a ratio between grease wool and finished cloth. As well
might one attempt to fix a ratio between iron ore and watch springs.
No wool manufacturer attempts to estimate the cost of his finigshed
fabrics from the cost of the grease wool. Such a basis would result in
gross errors and ultimate bankruptecy. In buying grease wool, the first
considerations are the amount of scoured wool that the grease wool will
yleld. and the intrinsie worth of the scoured fiber. About twenty years
ago I made an extensive test to determine the shrinkage in manufac-
turing all-wool cloth, and the result was that 1.54 pounds of scoured
wool was required for 1 pound of cloth, The ratio between the grease
wool and the finished cloth varies widely because of the difference in
the shrinkage of wool in scouring. During the four years I was mak-
ing the test referred to, I used many different lots of wool which varied
widely in ahrinkni:e. This varintion of shrinkage is illustrated G
lots of grease wool, which in scouring shrunk 76, 69, 62, 47, 35, and 16
per cent, respectively. Calculating the ratio between these lots of
grease wool and the finished cloth from the ratio of 1.54 between the
scoured wool and the finished cloth, we find the following ratios between
the grease wool and the finished cloth: 6§, 5, 4, 3, 2§, and 1§. This
shows ‘pln!ntliy that no single ratio can be truoe of all kinds of wool.

Q. What do you say, then, of the scheme of fixing these compensatory
duties as this bill does, on the ratio of 4 to 1, and in the lower grades
of 3 to 17 How does that work out?—A. It causes great Inequalities
in the tariff especially because the ratios named are applied not only to
gou;is [m]ade of all wool, but to goods made of mixtures of wool and other
materials.

Q. What reason Is there for compensating the manufacturer of cloth
on account of the wool duty, when in point of fact little or no wool
appears in the cloth which he makes7—A. There Is, of course, no reason
for compensating a manufacturer for duties pald on wool that is not
used in the manufacture of the cloth. The 4 to 1 ratio between grease
wool and cloth is correct only for all-wool cloth made of wool shrinking
60 to 65 per cent. As a matter of fact, no wool shrinking as much as
that is imported into the United States. The specific duty of 11 or 12
cents a pound on grease wool, forces manufacturers to confine their

urchases of foreign wool to the light-shrinking lots. Consequently, the

ingley and Payne bills compensate the manufacturer for wool duties
which he has never pald. The defenders of the 4 to 1 ratio sometimes
seek to justify it by referring to or paraphrasing Senator ALDRICH'S de-
fense of it twelve years ago. Thus one of them recently sald to me:
“We need compensation at the rate of 4 to 1 because our forelgn com-
etitors use these heavy wools.” The large amount of grease and dirt
n the heavy-shrinking wools is no advantage to the foreign manufac-
tarer. Wool cloth is made from the wool fiber, not from wool grease
and dirt. There can be no justification for compensating for wool duties
that have not been paid.

Q. I have no purpose to expose any branch of the woolen manufac-
turing business of this country to Injurlons foreign competition, nor
any purpose to take away from the woolgrower a fairly advantageous

rotective tariff ; but I have been wondering whether a more equitable
gﬂsls for the assessment of compensntorf duties can not be found, and
the result of my reflections upon it has led me to prepare some amend-
ments to the Senate bill running through the schedules of cloths and
women's and children’s goods, so far as they can be made applicable,
by which it is proposed to preserve the ratio of 4 to 1 hetween grease
wool and cloth, and 3 to 1 where that ratio appears, and make the com-
pensatory duty applicable, not to the weight of the cloth, but to the
welght of the wool contents of the cloth, which, I am informed, can
be accurately determined by the anaiytical bureau connected with the
appralser's office. Have you ever reached a coneclusion upon that sub-
ject?—A. I have, and was going to suggest that very thing to you;
that it is easy to distinguish wool from vegetable materials, and that
if that were done it would go far toward correcting the Inequality
resulting from the 4 and 3 to 1 ratios. 1t, however, would still leave
the inequalities resulting from the wide difference in the shrinkage
of wool in scouring and also from the different shrinkages in the con-
version of the scoured wool into cloth, The shrinkage from the
scoured wool to the finished e¢loth is by no means uniform, but varies
somewhat on different fabries.

Q. I have eaused several calculations to be made of the effect of that
change in the law. I find no case In which it uprenrs to increase the
e:istfng rates of duty: but, on the other hand, it materially reduces
the rates of duty, particularly upon the ordinary grades consumed b,
the masses of the people, both of woolen cloths and dress goods. It
eliminates from the woolen schedule rates of duty which are appar-
ently inordinately high, rising sometimes to 150 per cent, and brings
all duties on manufactured woolens substantially below the present
rates. What effect, in your judgment, would such slight reductions
as I have indiented bave upon the rates from the standpoint of ade-
quate protection? In other words, what, in your judgment, should be
the maximum rates provided for the finished products.of Schedule
K7—A. The extremely high rates on wool goods which you mention
are due largely to the excess of the compensatory duty over the com-
pensation actually required to cover the duty on the raw material con-
sumed in the manufacture of the goods. BSuch excess is not needed to
protect the manufacturer, and consequently the removal of that excess

could not injure the manufacturer. The injury to him would result
from a continuance of this excess due to protection conecealed in the
compensatory duties, as the high rates invite attack on the protective
system, Limiting the compensatory duties to the wool contents of the
cloth, as you progose. would reduce the excess, and therefore would be
a step in the right direction. It would, however, stll} leave an excess
of compensation due to the use of light shrinking wools of which less
than 4 pounds is required for 1 pound of cloth, and to the use of
wool substitutes, such as nolls, waste, shoddy, and so forth. These
wool substitutes can not be distinguished from new wool in the finished
cloth, and consequently would be returned as part of the wool contents
of the cloth, cn which the 4 to 1 comgeuaatory rate would apply. But
your plan would reduce the excess of compensatory duties and could
not increase It in any case, and for that reason should be adopted if a
better and more thorough method is not adopted.

Q. Do you know how we purchase wools in London?—A. They are
purchasedynt auctions held every three months. .

Q. I have concluded that these difficulties, although they undoubtedly
exist, are nct insuperable, and the variations that would result from
them are as nothing compared with the very great varlation which
exists now between a low duty at one end of the line and the pro-
hibitory duty at the other. If we aiaply the specific rate to the wool
contents of the cloth, it will reduce the duties where vegetable or other
than wool fibers are mixed in it, will it not?*—A, It will

Q. It can not increase the duties, even if the entire contents of the
cloth is some form of shoddy and waste, can it?—A. No, sir. The
chemieal test, which we are now discussing, will not affect mixtures of
shoddy. It will report them as wool.

Q. But an article composed altogether of shoddy would under such
circumstances bear the same rate of duty that it does now, a duty
so high as to exclude such an article?—A. Yes.

Q. Coming now to blankets and flannels, it appears from our books
that a small amount of blankets is imported, running from an average
price of 28 cents to over a dollar a pound, and b“rinf rates of duty
which run from 163 per cent down to T1 per eent for the highest
priced. What is the reason for maintaining these extraordinary rates
upon the cheaper varieties of blankets?—A. These rates are caused by
the excess of the legal compensatory duty over the actual compensatory
duty reqguired, and, of course, there is no reason for framing a law
which shall be deceptive in this way. The theoretically sound tariff
law would be one in which the cc}l:fmnsatory rate would be equal to the
compensatory rate actually required. For that reason I should answer
your question by saying that there is no sound reason why the exces-
sively high rates should continue.

Q. What hardshlg could it work u[])on the domestic industry if this
compensatory specific was applied only to the wool contents of these
blankets 7—A. 1 do not know of any.

Q. Paragraphs 376 and 377 are aplicable to the partly cotton fabrics,
deseribed as women's and children's dress goods. The first paragraph
describes articles in which the warp consists entirely of vegetable ma-
terials. The filling may be either in whole or in part of wool. What
excuse is there for applyingrthe 4 to 1 compensatory duty on such
goods?—A, There is none. he object of a compensatory duty is to
compensate the manufacturer for the increase in the cost of raw ma-
terial resulting from the duty on wool. To allow this 4 to 1 compen-
gatory duty on the weight of cotton in the cloth is a self-evident ab-
surdity. Its effect is to give the manufacturer a large amount of con-
cealed protection which he does not need. Take, for example, a sample
of cotton warp cashmere which I have analyzed. The total duty is
equivalent to 108.3 per cent ad valorem, consisting under the law of
a compensatory duty of 58.3 per cent and a protective duty of 50 per
cent. The duty on the wool actually used in the goods amounts to only
36.7 per cent, so that the actual protection is increased from 50 per cent
to 71.6 per cent.

Q. Do yon regard that as an exorbitant duty upon a cloth composed
so nearly “of cotton?—A. If, as is generally conceded, the legal pro-
tective rate of 50 per cent affords sufficient protection, then all over
that is unnecessary.

). The next sgection seems to differ from section 376 only in the fact
that whereas in section 376 the cloth must be at least half cottom, in
gection 377 it may be any proportion of cotton desired. Is there any
good reason for having two schedules applicable to goods thus substan-
tially the same?—A. 1 do not know of any.

Q. You will notice at the end of both sections a proviso which car-
ries the goods mentioned therein when they reach a rate of 4 ounces to
the yard back into the schedule for woolens and worsteds. I would like
to know if there is any reason for such an increase in the duty on the
goods referred to'—A. No reason that I can see, other than that the
framers of the law wanted to have 376 and 377 apply only to the very
light goods, and all other classified as cloths.

. Is there any reason in the present state of the trade to suggest
that these rates can not be reduced without injury to the business?—
A. Nothing but good ean result from the elimination of unnecessary
protection from the tariff law. The excess carries with it a danger to
true protection. Here, for example, is a cotton-warp cloth weighing
more than 4 ounces per square yard. The tariff law provides for a pro-
tective rate at 50 per cent and a so-called ** compensatory rate ™ of 73.7
per cent, making a total duty of 123.7 per cent. As a matter of fact,
the manufacturer required only 19.9 per cent to compensate him for the
duty on the raw wool. As a result the actual protection is 103.8 per
cent, instead of the 50 per cent named in the bill. If, as Is generally
admitted, 50 per cent is ample for protection, the total duty can be
reduced from 123.7 per cent to 69.9 per cent without dcpr{vlng the
manufacturer of the adequate protection of 50 per cent.

Q. Would it injure the manufacturer if he desired such an article
transferred to the wool and worsted classification to find there that
the usual specific compensatory duty had fallen to the basis of the wool
contained in the gooci *—A. It would not, provided the protective ad
valolrem rate was ample, and the general opinion is that 50 per cent is
ample.

Q. 1 omitted, In asking you these questions, to inguire whether these
yarns out of which finished cloth is made are ever adulterated with
cotton or cheaper materials?—A. Worsteds are adulterated by mixing
worsted yarn with yarn made of cotton and other inferior materials
in the cloth. Carded woolen yarn may be adulterated by mixing wool
with cotton and other inferior fibers in the yarn. The adulteration of
worsted is fillustrated by this sample of cotton worsted A 220, which
consists chleﬂz of cotton yarn along with a small proportion of worsted

arn. The to 1 compensatoris rate applies, under the Dingley
aw, to both cotton and worsted. a result, the total Dingley duty is
equal to 127 per cent ad valorem, of which 77 per cent the com-
pensatozguduty and 50 per cent the protective. As a matter of fact, the
manufacturer needed but 6.8 per cent to compensate him for the duty
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on the wool reqluired for the small amount of worsted in the cloth.
Thus the actnal protective duty is 120.2 r cent instead of the
nominal 50 per cent. Removing the concealed protection would reduce
the total duty from 127 per cent to 6.8 per cent without touching
the protection of 50 per cent under the law.

The adulteration of cloth, by mixing wool and other fibers in the
raw stock, is i{llustrated by this cotton warp beaver E 382, The carded
woolen yarn is made of a mixture of wool, raw cotton, and shoddy.
The 4 to 1 compensatory rate Is applied to all of these mater
and the total duty, 152.7 per cent, consists of a compensatory rate o
1027 per cent nn& a protective rate of 50 per cent. Owing to the
comparatively small amount of pure wool In the cloth, the compen-
satory duty actually required to cover the duty on the wool is only
23.6 ?cr cent instead of 102.7 per cent. As a result the actual protec-
tion is 129.1 per cent instead of the nominal 50 per cent. If the
unnecessary protection concealed by @ 1 compensatory rate
were removed, the total duty would drop from 152.7 per cent to 73.6

per cent. -

Q. I have been studying whether the compensatory duty proposed
in the Senate bill for yarns ought not to follow the same principle
of being made a[iplicab e to the wool that is contained in them.—A.
The same principle applies. It would be a step In the right direction.

Q. The Dingley rates you have named are a little high?—A. Yes;
they are excessive, unnecessary, and a danger to true protection.

g. I wish you would state a little more fully what is the state of
b ess in the carded woolen lndnstr;mthroughout the country, so
far as your information extends.—A. The industry is ndns for
being economically carried on in small establishments, and
require as much capital, either fixed or active, as is required in the
worsted business. or that reason it is a more inviting fleld for small
manufacturers of moderate means. It follows that the earded woolen
industry is the natural antidote for the evils that result from the
growth of large combinations in other branches of the industry.

Q. These woolen mills which you think have suffered under the
Dingley schedules are scattered very widely throughout the country?—
A. ¥Fare more widely than the worsted mills, although there is con-
Ek}egn!hle concentration of them in New England and around Phila-

elphia.

Q. What attitude do these carded woolen people take toward the
proposition to continue the rates under the Dingley law?—A. Their
attitnde is that they do not want to rip things wide open by any
radical upsetting of the protective system. They concede the right
of the woolgrower to ample protection, as they clalm it for themselves,
but they ask that the duty on the raw material of wool manufacturin
shall be made uniform for all bran the business, their own as
well as worsted spinning. I do not think they have expressed any
opinion generally regarding the duty on g;:ﬁds. There have been indi-
vidual cases where carded wool manufac rs have conceded that the
excessively high rates on goods could be reduced without injury.

Q. What sort of man is Mr. Moir, who appeared before the House
committee?—A. He is a very successful carded woolen manufacturer,
who in 1882 started a five set mill in the manufacture of woolen goods
at Marcellus, N. ¥. He has developed the business until now he oper-
ates 20 pets, and is generally considered to be an exceptionally skill-
ul manufactarer.

Q. Is there any reason why the worsted People should have a larger
gﬂegnts rotection than the carded woo ?eopla: a combined duty
higher in the aggr?ate than the carded woolen people?—A. I do not

The tariff law gives protection in the form of an ad valorem
duty, so that it adjosts itself automatleally to any increase in values
resulting from in cost of production.

. . Is there any reason for our golng back to the MeKinley law which
would not apply to going back to earlier years; that is to say, had ans
changes occurred in any branch of the woolen business between 188!

and 1 which would make the latter year the more desirable basis
than the previous one for the calculation of this wool duty?—A. I do
not know of any. Business conditions were uniform during the period

named.

Q. So that rates on which Senator Allison and Senator ALDRICH
united in 1888 as beln% just and fair to all partles concerned, would be
likely to be as applicable to our present conditions as the undisturbed
rates of the McKinley Act?—A. I would put it this way: If their judg-
ment was sound in 1888, the bill which they framed then would be
equally well adapted for 1890.

DBut now, Mr. President, I desire to turn my attention, if the
patience of the Senate is not exhausted, to the cotton schedule.
I do that also with a great deal of timidity, because how ean I
know that the virtues of my former colleague will not be cast
as a stumbling block in my path by the Senator from Rhode
Island? I was so afraid of that that I made a little research
inte his biography, and with the view of finding out what the
attitude of such a man toward the cotton schedule actually was,
and in order to prevent anybody from putting me in an attitude
of bringing discredit upon the memory of a great name, I in-
tend to start out by reading what Senator Allison said on this
floor of a cotton schedule very much less objectionable than
this. It was on the 3d day of February, 1883, and he spoke
these words, which are recorded in the Recorp of that date, on
page 2030:

Now I want to say one word in regard to the tariff commission re-
port upon the cotton schedule. The truth is that the tarif commis-
slon did not examine this cotton matter at all; it may as well be sald
on the floor of the Benate; nor did they make this schedule that is
called the * tariff commission report schedule.” It was made by a cotton
manufacturer from Boston with an exgert agprnlser in New York, and
the tariff commission accepted it. When the knowledge of that fact
came to me, I had no particular faith in the tariff commission report
on this cotton schedule, and therefore I examined it as best I counld
for myself, hearing the witnesses reading the testimony, and hearin
?eﬁ le who I supposed knew something about it, and whom I ha

a .

11 order to save the Senator from Rhode Island from any
fear that I am trampling on the memory of Senator Allison, I
will confide to him the fact that I have taken the same course
in respect to this cotton schedule. I will say also to the Sena-
tor that I think we ought to preserve intact, or with only a

very insignificant amendment, the Dingley schedules on cotton
goods, and if that puts a man outside of the Republican faith
and fold, I shall have to accept the penalties.

Mr. ALDRICH. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Dees the Senator from Iowa
yield to the Senator from Rhode Island?

Mr. DOLLIVER. I do.

Mr. ALDRICH. I understood the Senator the other day to
say ;limt he thought the House rates on hosiery should be mnin-
tained.

Mr. DOLLIVER. I did not say so. I asked the Senator
from Rhode Island on what theory they had not been raised.

Mr. ALDRICH. Then I misunderstood the Senator.

Mr. DOLLIVER, But I will say that it has become quite a
burden to me, recelving at my always hospitable door pilgrims
returning from the Finance Committee room with the state-
ment that the rates are not to be raised because I have objected
to raising any rates. So people with good cases for an in-
creased rate on some humble article of merchandise which they
are making are turned away on the theory that no rates are
to be raised. I take the position that if it can be shown——

Mr. ALDRICH. I would suggest to the Senator that he get
some more authentic means of communication with the chair-
man of the committee.

Mr. DOLLIVER. Well, I do not suppose that it was the
chairman of the committee; I think it was the colored brother
at the door, probably, or possibly some of the experts who have
surrounded the Senator from Rhode Island in the midst of
his labors. [Laughter.] I stated my position with a reason-
able measure of accuracy. I am an old-fashioned Republican,
as I supposed the Senator from Rhode Island was. So, when
a man like my friend from California [Mr. Friyt] has come
to me and said that it was absolutely necessary for the pros-
perity of California to increase the rate on lemons I have not
been disposed to dispute that it ought to be done.

Mr. FLINT. I should like to ask the Senator from Iowa
whether he did not say to the people of southern California
that he was in favor of that?

Mr. DOLLIVER, I told them that we had put the pound rate
of 1 cent on lemons. I was then and am now in favor of keep-
ing the rate high enough to adequately protect every man in
California who is engaged in that business and every man in
Florida who iz engaged in it.

Mr. FLINT. And the Senator was enthusiastically received
when he made that statement.

Mr. DOLLIVER. That was owing to the favorable infrodue-
tion I had by the Senator who has just taken his seat. [Laugh-
ter.] 8o, if somebody would come to me, if my honored friend
from Rhode Island would come to me, and say, “I have been
up all night on this schedule; I think this industry of cheap
hosiery is about to be destroyed by German competition,” and
that a given rate was necessary to preserve it, I would not ask
another question; but if he sent a Treasury expert to me I
would have to sit up all night on the subject myself. [Laugh-
ter.] I have said that I would like to see the Dingley rates
preserved, and I say that because the cotton manufacturers of
the United States have no better friend than I am. I have
been in practically every cotton mill in America. I never go
to a community which has a great and thriving industry with-
out spending much of my time in investigating it, inquiring
into its history, its progress, and its prospects. I am no agi-
tator seeking to disturb any man's labor or any man's invest-
ment. I am for the Dingley cotton schedules because there is
not a line of evidence before Congress that there is any neces-
sity to change any one of them.

I will ask the Senator from Rhode Island to say whether,
when the cotton manufacturers were notified to come before
the House committee on a given day, they did not appear there
and say that they were satisfied with the cotton rates and that
there were no changes needed excepting in very minor matters
that could be attended to in detail, but asked the commitiee
to retain the rates, stating distinctly that they did not desire to
have them advanced? Do I not speak the truth?

Mr. ALDRICH. Mr, President, I have no knowledge what-
ever of anything that transpired before the Committee on Ways
and Means. I have never read the hearings before that body.
I have no knowledge or idea about any statement that was
made before that committee.

Mr. DOLLIVER. I will say that, if the Senator from Rhode
Island has not read the hearings——

Mr. ALDRICH. I have not.

Mr. DOLLIVER (continning). He is not in a position to
belittle the honest efforts that I have made to get at the truth
of these matters, for I have thought it my duty to read those hear-
ings. Mr. H. F, Lippitt, of Providence, IR. I., a member of the
Arkwright Club, of Boston, representing a large number of cot-
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ton spinners of New England, came before the committee on the
1st of December and stated as follows—this is from page 4528
of the hearings:

We ask that the present cotton-cloth schedule shall not be reduced,
hecaunse when it was enacted it was the result of a careful inguiry into
the conditions of the cotton-manufacturing industry. We ask, therefore,
that the present schedunle shall not be materially changed. (P. 4532.)

I am not here to ask for an increase in the dutles on the cloth elauses
of the eotton schedule, I think that while there are importations going
e e L B L K SR A
33{193 be increased. (P. 4538.) = e

Now, notwithstanding that statement, Mr. Lippitt and James
R. MacColl, for the Arkwright Club, on January 15, 1909, ad-
dressed a letter to the Committee on Ways and Means asking
for provisions substantially identical with those that appeared
in paragraphs 318 and 321 of this bill as originally reported
from the House Ways and Means Committee. Upon discov-
ering to what extent they had been misled by following these
suggestions, Mr. PAYNE, one of the wisest practical students in
ithe United States on the cotton business or any other business
of our people, and a man who, in my judgment, knew more about
it in 1890 than William McKinley did, and more definitely about
it in 1897 than even Governor Dingley himself—when Mr.
Pay~e found what had been put into the bill by adopting the
suggestions made in writing by James R. MacColl and Mr. Lip-
pitt, he said to them in plain language, somewhat exaggerated
by impiety, that he would have nothing to do with it. In other
words, he and his associates on the committee felt that these
two amiable gentlemen, who came there stating that they de-
sired no increase to be made in the cotton schedule, had per-
petrated an act of bad faith in inducing them to report an
amendment which, in the judgment of the committee, could
not be defended in the Congress of the United States.

I will say another thing. These very amendments, with the
omission of one or two, which were cast out in wrath by the
House committee, come back with great rejoicing in the report
of the Senate committee on the cotton schedule.

Mr, ALDRICH. Mr. President

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Iowa
yield to the Senator from Rhode Island?

Mr. DOLLIVER. Certainly. "

Mr. ALDRICH. When this statement was made on a similar
occasion by the Senator from Iowa the other day, I entered a
denial as flat and as emphatic as was possible of the accuracy
of the statement. The facts are these: The House bill pro-
yided that in counting the threads every filament—that is, a

.double thread or a treble thread or a quadruple thread—should
be counted. That was the subject of the criticism of the Mem-
bers of the House, and that was the reason why the chairman
of the Committee on Ways and Means objected to the provision
of that particular paragraph. That provision does not appear
in the Senate bill in any form.

Mr. DOLLIVER. Mr. President, in order to avoid contro-
versy—and I am at a great disadvantage in a personal collision
with so distinguished a statesman and so good a friend as
the Senator from Rhode Island—I intend to print in the Cox-
GRESSIONAL REecorp in parallel columns the Lippitt and Mae-
Coll provisions, the House report provisions, the House bill
provisions, and the provisions in the Senate bill.

Mr. ALDRICH. Will the Senator let me look at the state-
ment he has?

Mr. DOLLIVER.
myself. [Laughter.]

The Senator from Rhode Island told the Senate the other day
that this bill represented the expert knowledge of the people in
the custom-house.

Mr, ALDRICH. I did not use the term “ custom-house,” but
the Senator can use it if he wants to.

Mr. DOLLIVER. He left the impression upon me that we
have people in our custom-house in New York that know better
how to write tariff bills than even our honored friend from
Rhode Island. [Laughter.]

Mr. ALDRICH. I admit that.

Mr. DOLLIVER. I thought so, too, until I traced the very
Janguage of this bill past the custom-house to the two honor-
able gentlemen who wrote to Mr, PAYNE a letter, which does
not appear in the cotton hearings in the House of Representa-
tives, although it has an obscure resting place in the appendix
of that interesting series of volumes.

I find that the language which they prepared for Mr. PAYNE
was handed in to the custom-house by Mr., Lippitt and Mr.
MacColl, and was approved by the experts who, we have sup-
posed, were engaged out of the abundance of their wisdom and
knowledge in writing the whole thing up by themselves, I
confess it leaves a very ugly impression upon my mind.

Just as soon as I gaze for a moment at it

What did those people impose upon the custom-house experts
and upon the House committee? They stood before the com-
mittee saying that they wanted no increase, but they made
a new definition of cotton cloth in which the filaments of cotton
were to be counted; the threads were to be taken apart, which
would have so raised the count of threads throughout the cot-
ton schedule as to multiply all these rates in a measure that
no human mind eould anticipate.

When Mr. Payxe found that he had been swindled, he
dropped the enterprise, and with it practically all the other sug-
gestions of these amiable gentlemen. I want to say now that
they perpetrated even a greater swindle upon the Senator from
Rhode Island.

Mr. ALDRICH. I shall be glad to learn of it.

Mr. DOLLIVER. They induced the Senator from Rhode
Island to include in the paragraph that relates to curtains,
upholsteries, hangings, and coverings all Jacquard woven goods
suitable for such purposes, did they not?

Mr. ALDRICH. No; they did not.

Mr. DOLLIVER. In the advance edition of the Senate bill,
gent out to friends and newspapers on the 10th day of April,
the Senate committee had deliberately struck out from the cur-
tain clause in Governor Dingley’s bill the phrase “ dyed in the
yarn.” What was the effect of striking that out? Practically to
transfer to that clause the whole range of ordinary women's
dress goods upon which threads woven by a Jacquard attach-
ment to a loom appear. When the Senator's attention was
called to that, on the 12th day of April, the expression “ dyed
in the yarn” was restored. .

Mr. ALDRICH. That is right.

Mr. DOLLIVER. Who struck those words out?

Mr. ALDRICH. The committee.

Mr. DOLLIVER. And who put them back?

Mr. ALDRICH. The committee,

Mr. DOLLIVER. Upon whose counsel did the committee
strike them out?

Mr. ALDRICH. The counsel of the customs experts. Upon
the discovery t®.at they were wrong, we put them back again.

Mr. DOLLIVER. Well, that destroys my faith in both the
Senator’'s committee and in the customs experts.

Mr. ALDRICH. Those are the facts, however.

Mr. DOLLIVER. Now, as I said, I intend to put into the
Recorp these statements in paraliel columns, to show that what
we have here we do not owe to the genius of the Senator from
Rhode Island.

Mr. ALDRICH. I have made no claims about if. !
Mr. DOLLIVER. We do not owe it even to the genius that
is sheltered in the mew custom-house at New York. We owe
it to the two amiable gentlemen who, in a public hearing before
the committee, stated that they desired the rates of the Dingley

law maintained and no changes made.

Now, if the Senate will pardon me for a moment, I intend to
show just exactly what this committee has done.

Mr., ALDRICH. Mr. President, to go back to the other point
which was raised the other day, and again to-day, I will state
that in the House bill as originally reported there appeared this
language:

The term “ thread ™ or * threads ™ as used in the paragraphs of this
schedule with reference to cotton cloth shall be held to include all
filaments of cotton, whether known as ‘' threads"™ or “yarns” or by
any other name, ’

That paragraph was in the House bill; it was taken out of
the House bill, and is not now and never has been in the Senate
bill, as stated by the Senator from Iowa.

Mr. DOLLIVER. Mr. President, if my friend will permit me,
I want to show to the Senate how smooth these transactions
are when they are not under the eye of a man like my friend
from Rhode Island, who understands them, when you turn mat-
ters like this over to custom-house officers, who have already in
advance certified bills prepared in the counting-houses of these
great corporations. Here we have a proposition in the Senate
bill that—

In determining the count of threads to the square inch In cotton
cloth, all the warp and filling threads, whether ordinary or other than
ordinary, and whether clipped or unclipped, shall be counted.

Mr. ALDRICH, That is right. Does the Senator object to
that?

Mr. DOLLIVER. I object to it when it is used for the pur-
pose of increasing the rates.

Mr. ALDRICH. It does not increase them.

Mr. DOLLIVER. The Dingley law provides that finished
goods that have clipped or unclipped threads in them shall
pay 2 cents a yard more fhan the ad valorem that would be
fixed by the density of the cloth upon which these spots appear.
The Senator from Rhode Island, I am afraid, even without
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perceiving it, has given to those dots and spots upon a piece
of cloth the right to raise the density of the cloth to a higher
classification.

Mr. NELSON.
moment ?

Mr. DOLLIVER. Certainly. -

Mr. NELSON. 1 want to call his attention to the fact that
from paragraphs 313 to 318—the words in italics—the bill pro-
vides a set of cumulative duties,

Mr. DOLLIVER. I will come to that in a moment,

Mr. NELSON. To make it clear that it means that, I wish
to call his attention

Mr. DOLLIVER. I will say to my honored friend the Sen-
ator from Minnesota that I am about to discuss that.

Mr. NELSON. Very well; then I will not say anything.

I wish to say simply that a system of cumulative duties is
provided. In the original bill it is based upon threads and
weight, and a cumulative duty based upon value is added to it,
which practically more than duplicates the rate.

Mr. ALDRICH. I will answer both Senators.

Mr. DOLLIVER. I am inclined to object. It is nearly dark,

and I desire to finish what 1 have to say.
* Mr. ALDRICH. I call attention to the fact that the pro-
visions in regard to cumulative duties have not been changed
by the crossing of a “t” or the dotting of an “1” as they came
from the House of Representatives.

Mr. DOLLIVER. The other day when I raised suggestions
of this sort I was met by a statement that the matter would be
fully discussed and defended when the schedules were reached.

Mr. ALDRICH. That is what I intend to do; and I will not
interrupt the Senator further.

Mr. DOLLIVER. And so I do mnot desire this discussion,
which would only disfigure remarks that are already bad
enough.

Mr. ALDRICH. I beg the Senator’s pardon; and I will not
interrupt him any further.

Mr. DOLLIVER. I have here a piece of cotton goods count-
ing 100 to 150 threads to the inch, 27 inches wide, cost 8} pence;
value per square yard, 22} cents. It has 35 per cent under the
Dingley law at this time, on account of its value and on account
of its density, and it has 2 cents per square yard because it con-
tains clipped threads, in addition to the warp and woof of the
goods.

Now, what has the Senator from Ithode Island done to that
little piece of goods? He has a new duty to start with in
paragraph 314 of 10 cents per square yard for cloth of this
kind. He has in addition provided, under paragraph 321, a
“cumulative” duty of 2 cents per yard on account of these
figures, of superimposed threads, and has in addition to that,
under the same paragraph 321, 1 cent per yard if mercerized.

In addition to all that, if that piece of goods should be held by
the experts at the custom-house to be suitable for covers or
upholsteries or draperies under paragraph 324, the duty would
be still further increased to 50 per cent.

So that the present duty per running yard is 7.36 cents, the
new duty .75 cents, the increase 2.39 cents, or 823 per cent: and
if paragraph 324 should apply, as a Jacquard piece of cloth dyed
in the yarn, suitable for covering or upholstery or drapery, we
would have the singular experience of the rate on that goods
increased 3.26 cents, or altogether 43 per cent.

Mr. ALDRICH. I am tempted to ask the Senator if he does
not know, from having read the paragraphs, that the last para-
graph he mentioned could not possibly apply to these goods?

Mr. DOLLIVER. I do not know. If it had said *“cur-
tains ™

Mr. ALDRICH. I will demonstrate that to the satisfaction
of the Senate before we get through.

Mr. DOLLIVER. If the paragraph had said curtains or
table covers, as Governor Dingley had it, I would say the Sena-
tor was correct, but I notice that it now does not say curtains,
but suitable for draperies, suitable for covers, or for upholstery ;
and I can produce a line of goods that are suitable for dra-
peries, because they are now hanging in my own house as eur-
tains, although they might just as well be used for dresses to
clothe my children.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President—

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
yield to the Senator from Utah?

Mr. SMOOT. I was about to call the attention of the Senator
to a piece of cloth

Mr. DOLLIVER. I am sorry to say I can not yield. I desire
to proceed with as little rambling on the highway as possible,

Mr. SMOOT. Just let me ask one question. Is that a piece
of white cloth or colored cloth? [Exhibiting cloth.]

Will the Senator from Iowa yield to me for a

Does the Senator from Iowa

Mr. DOLLIVER. I think, under the recent decision of the
court, it is decided to be governed by the color of the warp and
woof.

Mr. ALDRICH. It has been decided to be white cloth,

Mr. DOLLIVER. If it is bleached, it is white cloth.

Mr. SMOOT. It is a piece of white cloth, We will tell you
what the bill provides for just that article.

Mr. DOLLIVER. If the Senator from Utah will pardon me,
there will come a time when it will be regarded as interesting
and appropriate for him to tell us what he thinks about this,
but I have incautiously taken the floor this afternoon to tell
what I think about it myself.

Mr. SMOOT. I wanted the Senator to see what it was.

Mr. DOLLIVER. Now, I want to state what the committee
have done. They have retained the present Dingley rates upon
cotton yarns and threads in 45 classifications; they have raised
them in 31 cases and lowered them in 20. Am I not correct
about that?

Mr. ALDRICH. I think you are.

Mr. DOLLIVER. In the paragraph covering cotton cloths
counting less than 50 threads per inch the present Dingley
rates have been increased in some instances over four times,
Am I correct about that?

Mr. ALDRICH. You are not.

Mr. DOLLIVER. Then the book of estimates of the Finance
Committee is not correct; and if the book of estimates of the
Finance Committee is not correct, what becomes of the state-
ment, heralded all over the world, with nothing on earth behind
it except these estimates, by which the Senator from Rhode
Island undertook to predict the revenues of the United States
during the next two or three years? 3

Mr. ALDRICH. That had nothing to do with rates.

Mr. DOLLIVER. I know it had nothing to do with rates;
but what confidence can a man from the rural districts have in
an estimate of revenues that is based upon calculations which
when attention is called to them the Senator from Rhode
Island rises and says “It was made by others and is not
correct?”

Mr. ALDRICH.
opportunity.

Mr. DOLLIVER. This has been accomplished by striking out
the present provision for cloths counting under 50 threads per
square inch, which lifts them into the next higher classification
along with cloths counting as high as 100 threads, and by the
adoption of a new scheme of increased rates based on dividing
lines of value. This scheme to conceal advances of duty has
been applied throughout the succeeding classifications of cotton
cloth, with the result that the duties on the majority of the
goods have been raised above the present law. For example,
in each of these classifications certain items will carry a duty
equal to 49 per cent ad valorem under the proposed scheme in-
stead of the present ad valorem rates of 25 per cent, 30 per cent,
35 per cent, and 40 per cent.

Notwithstanding the increased rates thus provided for under
this proposed scheme new definitions and eclassifications have
heen adopted for counting threads “other than ordinary
threads,” “clipped or unclipped threads,” and applying extra
duties for such cloths as may be “subjected to mercerization
or other similar process ” or which are “ suitable for upholstery,
draperies, and covers,” through the interpretation or misin-
terpretation of which provisions the duties will be further in-
creased, fo what extent no man can say.

It is also proposed to increase the duty on bandings, beltings,
bindings, cords, ribbons, tapes, webs, or webbings from 435 per
cent, the Dingley rate, to 60 per cent. The McKinley tariff of
1890 placed them at 40 per cent.

Mr. ALDRICH. Is that done by the Senate amendments or
the House provisions?

Mr. DOLLIVER. It is certainly approved by the Senate com-
mittee or it would have been amended when the bill was re-
ported to the Senate.

Mr. ALDRICH. I think the Senator, in fairness, ought to
state that all the changes of which he is now speaking were
made by the House of Representatives.

Mr. DOLLIVER. I do not care now particularly who made
them. What I care about is that they are in the bill, for
which we are asked to vote in this revision of the tariff.

There are some very funny things about it. There are some
articles in that paragraph about embroidery which possibly
ought to have a higher rate. I show the Senator an article
of cotton embroidery that ought to have more than 60 per
cent.

Mr. ALDRICH. I think likely.

Mr. DOLLIVER. And I will be glad to join with the Sen-
ator in giving it any rate necessary to establish that industry

I will explain that fully when I have an
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in the United States, but what I want to know is, why that
plain cotion tape, this blue tape, now dutiable, I think, at 45
per cent, was bodily taken out of the paragraph where the
Dingley Aet put it at 45 per cent, and transferred to the other
paragraph at 60 per cent?

Mr. ALDRICH. I imagine that the Senator’s friend, Mr.
Payxe, whom he has extolled so highly, can probably tell him
why he did it, if he would ask him.

Mr. DOLLIVER. I have no doubt he did it on the same re-
guest of the custom-house officials in New York, who have
been duly advised in the premises by somebody else—the exact
people who surrounded the Finance Committee of the Senate.

So here we have webbing, out of which a man’'s suspenders
are made, transferred bodily—

Mr. ALDRICH. You had better ask Mr. PaAYNE about it

Mr. DOLLIVER. But my honored friend ought to see that
it was his business not only to provide amendments of his own,
but to correct the errors that came in the bill from the House.

Mr. ALDRICH. I shall be able, I think, to show even the
Senator from Iowa why it was done, and I have no doubt he
will approve of it.

Mr. DOLLIVER. I will be greatly obliged to the Senator——

Mr, ALDRICH. I expect to do it.

Mr. DOLLIVER. If he will show why a common web, such
as suspenders and ladies’ garters are made out of, should be
transferred to the list of embroideries, while the garter iiself
and the suspender itself are left dutiable at a lower rate, I will
be very much obliged to my honored friend if he will do that.

Mr. ALDRICH. I expect before we are through with the
consideration of this schedule to satisfy the Senator from Iowa
himself that these changes were all made in the interest of the
American producer, and that there is no increase in the rates
upon cotton cloths.

Mr. DOLLIVER. In each of the succeeding paragraphs, 313
fo 317, straight ad valorem ratesof the presentlaw applied to the
medium-priced goods have been struck out and a scheme of pro-
gressive increased rates, based upon values, has been substituted
therefor. While the seemingly plausible excuse for these changes
will probably be that this scheme has been adopted of substi-
tuting specific rates about equal to the present ad valorem
rates, for the purpose of preventing or minimizing undervalua-
tlon, there is no man familiar with our tariff system who does
not know there is more danger of undervaluation in these di-
viding lines based upon values than there is upon straight ad
valorems themselves. I shall insert in my remarks the state-
ment of Col. George O. Tichenor that infinitely worse than a
straight ad valorem is a specific based upon a given value, be-
cause the temptation to put the goods below the level of a
given value is so much greater, as it nets a man four or five
times as much as he eould make by-any ordinary undervaluation
under a straight ad valorem.

I used to think I knew something about the general theory
upon which a tariff ought to be adopted. I studied under good
masters. They told me that when a variety of the same mer-
chandise was about equal in value, as, for example, bushels of
wheat, the specific rate was just the thing. They told me when
articles differed widely in value an ad valorem rate was un-
avoidable; and they told me that when articles differed widely
in value a specific duty assessed upon successive dividing lines
of value was worse from the standpoint of undervaluation than
straight ad valorems themselves. That was the way I was
taught.

Bgut here we have in this schedule pretended efforts to make
specific statements of ad valorem duties, and if you study the
schedules of cutlery you will find that the application of spe-
cific rates without regard to values has produced rates which
approach 1,000 per cent.

If you will turn to the little schedule of lead pencils you will
find that a group of lead pencil manufacturers, annoyed by some
young German boys whe are trying to make lead pencils by im-
porting the pencil leads from foreign countries under the present
rate of duty, have had their present ad valorem converted into a
specific which when stated in plain terms amounts to an in-
crease of T00 per cent or more on the merchandise and totally
wipes out of existence independent manufacturers of cheap lead
pencils who are selling them to school children of the United
States for a cent apiece in our market place.

So my theory is that if you desire to avoid undervaluations,
keep clear of many lines of value accompanied by a specific rate,
because you have to find the value applicable to every line just
as thoroughly in that case as you have to find it when yow
undertake to apply an ordinary ad valorem.

Mr. President, to illustrate the effect of these dividing lines,
based upon value, on the probable undervaluation of these

goods, let me call your attention to the case of a bleached-cotton
cloth, 100 to 150 threads to the square inch.

Under the proposed scheme, in some instances, an under-
valuation of 25 cenis on a piece of 100 yards would save the
importer $1.25, while the same undervaluation, with the present
ad valorem duty of 35 per cent, would save the importer only
8% cents.

This refers to paragraph 314, a bleached-cotton eloth, 100 to
150 threads per square inch, on which the proposed duty is as
follows: If valued at 15} cents per square yard, 6% cents per
square yard; if valued at 15 cents per square yard, 5} cents per
square yard. For 100 yards, this works out as follows:

Value per 100 yards_____. $15.25 Duty per 100 yards_ . ____ $6. 50
Value per 100 yards....—. 15.00 Duty per 100 yards_ ... 05.25
Difference in value_ « 25 Saving In duty-—___ L 25

Under the present ad valorem rates the following is the
result: ;

Value per 100 yards_ .. $15.25 Duty per 100 yards______ $5. 331
Value per 100 yards_____. 15.00 Duty per 100 yardse————~ 5.25
Difference In value- . 25 Saving in duty_-__.. .083

Similar results would occur by reason of slight undervalua-
tions under all of the proposed progressive rates which have
been attached to all of these cotton eloth paragraphs, and much
more accurate appraisement would be necessary than under the
present system of straight ad valorem rates.

Why are these dividing lines placed just where they are?
In one instance it has been deemed necessary to provide a sep-
arate duty for cloths valued over 12 and not over 12} cents per
square yard (p. 99, lines 22, 23, par. 313). This is the only
instance where less than a difference of 1 cent in value has been
allowed to one rate of duty.

The effect of these hybrid rates of duty is to leave certain
cloths—if valued with exactness, and if the value happens to
coincide with the dividing lines—at the present rates and to
advance all that fall between the dividing lines of value in an
unequal and irregular manner by leaps and bounds. In each
of these paragraphs there are items which it is proposed to
assess at 49 per cent, some of which are dutiable under the
Dingley law at 25 per cent; others at 30 per cent, 35 per cent,
and 40 per cent. Let me illustrate:

Paragraph 313, unbleached cloths “ valued at over 14 cents
per square yard, 7 cents per square yard.” This shows on its
face that it imposes a duty of 7 cents on a value of 14} cents,
which is 49 per cent. The Dingley rate on the same cloth is 25
per cent ad valorem (p. 98, line 1).

Paragraph 314 in the same way provides for cloth valued at
over 16 cents, 8 cents (p. 100, line 24). Dingley rate, 20 per
cent.

Paragraph 815, valued over 20 cents, 10 cents (p. 103, line
10). Dingley rate, 35 per cent.

Paragraph 316, valued over 20 cents, 10 cents (p. 105, line
18). Dingley rate, 40 per cent.

Paragraph 317, valued over 25 cents, 12} cents (p. 107, line
15). Dingley rate, 40 per cent.

If the Senate deliberately décides to inerease the duties on
eotton cloth, let us not cover the increases in a flood of intrieate
and misleading language. The cotton schedule in the Dingley
law is certainly sufficiently complex and obscure.

In paragraph 318 the Senate committee has proposed a pro-
vision, which, after careful investigation, I believe to be unwork-
able. I refer to the following language:

In determining the count of threads to the square Inch in ¢otton
cloth all the warp and filling threads, whether ordinary or other than
ordinary, and whether clipped or unclipped, shall be counted.

These “clipped” threads appear in the cloth in short and
long pieces, forming flowers, leaves, geometric figures, and all
sorts of designs of great irregularity. In many of these it is
impossible to count the ‘ threads per square inch.” It is for
this reason that only the plain part of the fabric is cournted
under the present law.

I have here a specimen of clipped threads; and it is interest-
ing to know not only the present status of that piece of cloth,
but the change that has been adroiltly effected In this bill. That
piece of cloth counts under the present law 100 to 150 threads,
and it pays 2 cents per square yard in addition to the ad
valorem rate because of the existence of those threads.

Mr. ALDRICH. Does the Senator call that a piece of cotton
cloth?

Mr. DOLLIVER. Yes.

Mr. ALDRICH. I am glad he is showing it to the Senate as
a piece of cotton ecloth.

Mr. DOLLIVER. I think I am not mistaken about it,
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Mr. ALDRICH. I am glad to know the Senator thinks it is
a piece of cotton cloth.

Mr. SMOOT. Will the Senator give me a sample of it?

Mr. DOLLIVER. I would not like to do that after you have
passed such a severe judgment upon it.

Now, how can the clipped threads be counted under para-
graph 2187 What will the count be to the square inch? This
cloth has 2 cents a yard of duty in addition to a high
ad valorem because of the existence of those threads. Why
silo?lld they be counted in determining the density of that
cloth?

I will tell you. If counted, the threads in this cloth rise-into a
higher density and receive a higher duty than they receive now.
And what I complain about in connection with that scheme is
that these threads, now requiring an assessment of 2 cents a
yard more on that cloth because of their existence than would
be required if they were not there, ought to be estimated for the
purpose of increasing the count of threads which determine the
density of all eloths and their proper place in the tariff schedules,

Mr. TILLMAN. My, President

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Towa
yield to the Senator from South Carolina?

Mr. DOLLIVER. Certaiuly.

Mr. TILLMAN, I and, I suppose, other Senators are deeply
interested in this exposition of the intricacies of tariff reform
and revision. We have been in session now about six hours
and the Senator has been speaking for three. I want to ask
whether the Senator feels that he can complete his speech to-
night, or would he not rather wait until to-morrow. I wonld
myself rather that he would wait until to-morrow; not that I
am at all fatigued or tired of the Senator's talk; I have never
enjoyed anything more in my life; but I feel that we ought to
have some consideration for him, and other Senators ought to
have consideration, too.

Mr. DOLLIVER. If it is the desire and convenience of the
Senate, it would not disturb me to quit until to-morrow.

Mr. ALDRICH. I shall be very glad if the Senator wonld
prefer to go on to-morrow morning; but I feel bound to ask the
Senate to stay here and go on with the bill, if the Senator does
not desire to speak further to-day. The country is waiting
very anxiously for the action of the Senate; and unless the
Senate sees fit to decide to prolong this discussion indefinitely,
then I think we ought to pass to a vote.

Mr. BAILEY. I think we ought at least to take time to
thrash out the differences between the Rhode Island and the
Jowa idea on this tariff.

Mr. ALDRICH. Undoubtedly; but it is not necessary that
t{le consideration of the bill should be suspended in the mean-
time.

Mr. TILLMAN. The Senator from Rhode Island must recog-
nize, however, that it is very hard to untangle these threads
unless it is done at the expense of time. There have been so
many clashes between the Senator from Rhode Island and the
Senator from Iowa and the Senator from Utah that we have
not been allowed to get at the actual status, and I hope we will
be permitted to adjourn.

Mr. ALDRICH. When the statement of the Senator from
Jowa is revised and appears——

Mr. TILLMAN. The Senator, as I understand him, does not
expect to revise anything out of his speech he has said. I have
known that Senator for a great number of years, and I never
caught him at that kind of trick.

Mr. ALDRICH. No; I do not intend to revise anything.

Mr. TILLMAN. I said the Senator from Iowa. The Senator
from Iowa is incapable of anything of that kind.

Mr. ALDRICH. I did not say that the Senator from Iowa
was., He himself said he was going to look over his remarks.

Mr. DOLLIVER. I missed one figure, and said if I found
such an error in my remarks, I would be happy to correct it.

Mr. TILLMAN. At all events, I appeal to the Senator from
Rhode Island to let us adjourn. 1

Mr. ALDRICH. I feel bound myself to press the considera-
tion of the bill to the greatest extent I can. So far, certainly,
there has been no disposition on my part to ask the Senate to
stay here unusual hours or to do anything except to let Senators
consult their own comfort and convenience, but the Senator
from South Carolina knows as well as I do that all through the
country there is a strong desire to have the bill disposed of.

Mr. TILLMAN. But if there are things concealed in this
bill, such as we have been learning about this afternoon for
the first time, I leave it to the Senator from Rhode Island to
decide whether or not it is worth his while and everybody's
else while to try to get around the subject and not let us get
at the actual status.

Mr. ALDRICH., My disposition is not to prevent any dis-
cussion by the Senator from South Carolina or anybody else.

Mr. DOLLIVER. If it is not disagreeable to the Senator,
I will state that, owing to a little fatigue, I desire to quit the
floor for the present and resume to-morrow morning.

Mr. ALDRICH. I have no objection to that at all.
not making any suggestion of that kind.

Mr. TILLMAN. Then, what are the rest of us going to do?
Are we going to have our minds distracted by having somebody
come in here and, it may be, tear another schedule to pieces?

If it were not out of all rule or regulation for one on this
side to make the motion, I myself would move an adjourn-
ment. I appeal to the Senator from Rhode Island to do it.

Mr. ALDRICH. I will relieve the Senator's apprehension
by putting into the Recorp a statement made by the late Sen-
ator from Arkansas, Mr. Jones, upon the woolen schedule, in
which——

Mr. TILLMAN. The Senator from Arkansas labored under
the disability at that time of being in the minority and not
worth noticing; but when it comes from the Sanhedrin of the
Republican party that we are having schedules either manu-
factured by experts or those who are not experts, who are in-
terested, and that we have a time-honored rule of inheriting
schedules and transmitting them like the laws of the Medes
and the Persians, without change, I submit it is time for us to
get some light from some source.

I know the people of the country, in the South as well, I
think, as in the West and the North, will thank the Senator
from Iowa for having given us some insight into this scheme of
tariff revision.

Mr. ALDRICH. Mr. President, I simply want to put into the
Recorp the statement of two Senators, made in 1897, as to the
character of the woolen schedule in the act of 1897. I want to
do it for the purpose of showing not anything that is disagree-
able either to the memory of the Senator from Arkansas or the
memory of the Senator from Missouri, or to the Senator from
Towa ; but I know so well that Senators are liable to be misled
in matters of this kind, to make exagzerated statements, and to
misrepresent the facts. They are liable to be misled by the
importers of these articles into this country—the men whose
interest it is to break down this and every other schedule in the
bill.

I expect to show, when I take the floor, that there are no
increases in the cotton schedule of the bill at all. It is merely
a substitution of rates which are absolutely equivalent—the
specific rates for the ad valorems of the existing law. The ad
valorems of the existing law are upon the average 38 per cent.
In the bill they are not increased at all, and I will prove that
to the satisfaction of the Senate. I will show that the articles
which have been produced here are furnished by importers who
have destroyed the cotton schedules through decisions in the
past—decisions of the Board of Appraisers and of the courts—hy
which they have reduced the duties upon certain articles im-
posed by the Dingley Act at 60 per cvent until they are 4, 5, and
6 per cent. Those are the men who have produced these samples.

Mr. DOLLIVER. Mr. President, I do not intend to conceal
from the Senate those who have been kind enough to help me
in my investigations.

Mr. ALDRICH. I did not suppose the Senator would.

Mr, DOLLIVER. I have consulted with great merchants East
and West. I have consulted with cotton manufacturers and
with men engaged both in the foreign and in the domestic trade
in cotton. The sample which I showed a moment ago was given
to me by as bright a merchant as there is in America, who is
none the less entitled to my respect because he marched at the
head of a column 19,000 strong through the streets of New York
the day before the election in support of the candidacy of
President Taft in that great campaign. -

Mr. ALDRICH. I have no doubt that he is most respectable.
But the point I was making is that these good men, these re-
spectable men, have interests in this matter which are entirely
antagonistic to the great interests of the people of this country.
I do not blame them for appearing here or anywhere else in
defense of their interests and in securing for themselves any
support which they can get.

Mr, TILLMAN. Does the Senator move an adjournment?

Mr. ALDRICH. I want to ask that this statement of the late
Senator from Arkansas, Mr. Jones, and others be printed in the
REecorp.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Rhode
Island asks that the statement of the late Senator from Arkan-
sas, Mr. Jones, and others which he sends to the desk may be
printed in the REcorb.

I was
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Mr. ALDRICH. I will yield to the wish of Senators about
me and move an executive on, but I desire to give notice
that it will be necessary that we shall have longer sessions and
more persistent attempts, anyhow, to secure action upon the bill.

Mr. BAILEY. Would it be objectionable to the Senator from
Rhode Island to also print the statements of the late Senator
Jones and the late Senator Vest in document form, so that we
may have them convenient for comparison?

Mr. ALDRICH. 1 do not see any reason for printing them
as a document. They can be printed in the Recorp. I would
not have the slightest objection to printing them in parallel
columns, because the coincidence is certainly remarkable, I
could put into the Recorp, also, similar statements about ad
valorem duties and extreme rates in the act of 1890 and the
act of 1883. If the Senator desires it, I will try to have some
of those things put in parallel columns.

Mr. DOLLIVER. I understand the suggestion of the Sen-
ator from Rhode Island very well. I have had no acecess to
the matters referred to, although I have been familiar with the
statisties of this Government for some years. But I have tried
to give such information as I had at first hand. I have not
reached out under the desk for a memorandum to answer the
questions of Senators without disclosing to the Senate the
author of the memorandum and all the information contained
in it,

Mr. ALDRICH. I have not—

Mr. BAILEY. I simply want to say that it is a little un-
usual now, but in the course of ten or fifteen years it will not
be at all unusual to see Republicans repeat Democratic argu-
ments on the tariff question, and we might as well get used to
it now.

Mr, GALLINGER. Or a Democrat repeating Republican
arguments.

Mr. BAILEY., The world progresses. When it goes back we
will be repeating the Republican arguments. With progress it
will be the other way.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection to the re-
quest of the Senator from Rhode Island? The Chair hears
none, and the order is made.

Mr. BAILEY. Before the order is entered I would myself
like to have the statements as they are printed in the Recorp
reprinted in document form.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
quest of the Senator from Texas?

Mr. ALDRICH. I have no objection.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair hears no objec-
tion, and the order is made.

The matter referred to is as follows (8. Doe. No. 29) :

[From the CONGRESSIONAL REecomp of Jume 24, 1807, pp. 1976-1981.)

Mr. JoxES of Arkansas. The immediate amend t under consider-
ation Is the proposition to insert, in line 13, the words * or of which
wool Is the comgonent material of chief value,” in paragraph 364; and
gter tt_h‘? word “wholly,” in the same line, to strike out the words * or

r. President, attention was called to the fact on yesterday that
when the flax schedule was constructed, In every Instance it was sald
as to certain fabrics of flax, hemp, or ramie, where the material of
chief value In the mixed fabric of flax and cotton was cotton, that it

Is there objection to the re-

gshould pay as a cotton fabric, and should not have the tariff that was
intended fo be put on the flax fabric. That is also the case in the silk
gchedule. Where there is a mixture of sllk and cotton or other ma-

terial, in ew instance the J:nragraph rovides that where a fabrie is
composed of sllk or partly of silk, in which silk is the component ma-
terial of chlef vaiue, then the rate of taxation Ip\:ﬂ: on the silk fabric
ghall stand ; but if the component material of chief value is cotton, the
material Is not treated as a silk fabric at all, and the rates are put
upon it as a cotton fabrie.

In this wool schedule it seems to me that there is a singular disre-
gard of the facts that enter into this schedule. When an American
manufacturer manufactures a plece of cloth which weighs 10 po
Congress fixes a rate of protection on that, and this law proposes to
give the manufacturer a tariff of per cent to protect him in the
manufacture of these woolen cloths. Fifty per cent goes into the manu-
facturer's tariff as the manufacturer’s Protectlon clear through this
bill. If an American manufacturer manufactures a plece of cloth which
welghs 10 pounds, he is satisfied, as we understand this bill, and its
friends are satisfled, that he shall have a manufacturer's protection of
50 per cent; but when he has manufactured 10 pounds of cloth he says,
“ 1 ‘manufactured this eloth, and while I am content with the 50 per
cent protection I get as a manufacturer, yet I have been handicapped
tny‘?: ;:gdecom ﬁgée(} to pay a tarif on my raw material, which I ought
to ndemn! or.”

Then you about ascertalning what he is entitled to. His state-
ment ig that it requires 3 pounds of wool in the grease to make 1 pound
of wool scoured cr in the cloth, and that for every 10 pounds of cloth
the manufacturer requires he has to buy 30 pounds of wool in the
grease. That is under the paragraph as you propose it. If that be
true, there must be 10 cents & po id upon the wool in the grease,
and the manufacturer must have paid tariff on the amount of wool used
in the manufacture of 10 apou.nds of cloth at 10 cents gr und on 30
pounds of wool, making $3, which he has paid as the tariff on his raw
material. If these 10 pounds of goods are worth £10, 50 cents' protec-
fon will be a protection of $5 as the manufacturer's %otectum. But

says he must have that without having it decreased the $3 taken
Hence he must have, in addition to

he
to pay the tariff on the raw wool.

the tariff, an ad valorem equivalent to the amount of tariff he has been
compelled to pay on his raw material.

You say that, having used 30 pounds of wool In the greage to make
10 pounds of cloth, the 10 cents a pound pald by the manufacturer as a
tariff on the wool in the se must be allowed him. So we fix the
tariff that for every pound of cloth in the manufacture there shall be a
tariff amounting to three times the amount of the tariff that was &m}d
ggn a pound of raw wool. Bo there is a tariff of 30 eents a_pound on

clo 10 gg:mds making

3, and the tariff is $3 ageclﬂc, in ad-
ditlon to the per cent tariff to com

paid on the
raw wool when the manufacturer buys his wool.

Mr. President, if this were true, manufacturer actually used
30 pounds of raw wool In making 10 pounds of woven wool, the -
ment would be all right, and, from the standpoint of Senators on the
other side, be just and fair; t suppose, as a matter of fact, that In
that 10 pounds of cloth, instead of having 10 pounds of wool he only
has 5 pounds of wool and § pounds of cotton, where, then, can be the
1t!sf.lﬁcatlon of giving him $3 protection for a tariff when he pays but

1.50, all he has used being unds of wool in his manufacture of
clotb—one-half wool and one-haif cotton. There are 5 pounds of wool
and 5 pounds of cotton in that 10 gounds of cloth, and the tariff he
paid for the material he used in making the § pounds of cotton cloth
and that he used in making § pounds of woolen eloth, one-half of the
woolen fabrie, would take, instead of 30 pounds of wool in the grease,
but 15 pounds of wool the grease; and when you propose to glve
him a ecompensation of $3 where he has pald but $1.50, you are treating
the American public ungustli and unfairly, and increasing his pro-
tective tariff beyond what he himself snt{s is necessary for him to have.

The argument is stronger still if there is but one-tenth of woal,
and yet under the terms of this bill you Eroposa that if there is one-
tenth wool you shall pay the full amount as if the whole of it was
composed of wool.

. President, I submlit that In a fabrie where there is but one-tenth
wool it is not falr that It should be treated in the same way as If it
were composed wholly of wool ; and that where wool is the material of
least value, that that fabrie should be eonsidered ms a cotton fabric and
treated as such, and these wool tariffs ought not to g} on it. Take the
50 per cent, If you choose; but you have no right ve him a com-
gemtlon for ten times as much wool as he puts into his fabrie, or four

mes as much, or twice as much.

I respectfully submit that these facts can not be galnsaid or denled,
and you can not get away from them. You are under the guise, under
the pretense, of giving a comgensator duty to the manufacturer to
compensate him for the wool he puts in his material, giving him ten
times the amount of wool In some cases on which a tariff has been paid
to the Government. In this particular case to-day you are passing this

i11; and whenever It becomes a law the American manufacturer takes
his 30 pounds of wool, upon which he has not gaid one cent of duty,
and yet you grcpose to put a tariff upon the fabric in addition to the
50 pér cent that he says is all he wants, in addition to the 50 per cent
which is all that the manufacturers claim they are entitled to.

In addition to that, {luu propose to put a Bﬁdﬂc duty, under the
tense of compensating him for the tariff he has pald upon wool, which
he has not pald, and which you know he has not pald, and which you
have admitted on the floor the Senate that he has not pald, and yet
you I.e\rf this tax upon the people to make woolen manufacture more

rofitable, and Instead of giving him 50 per cent, you propose to give
glm 80 or 90 per cent.

The plain matter of fact in this case can not be evaded; it can not
be d . If the words I have proposed, ‘*“or of which wool is the
material of chief value,” be inserted, and then these rates go into effect,
they will be much less unjust and unfair than the terms of the Dill as

pronpooed by the committee.

he PREsSIDING OPFICER (Mr. CARTER In the chair). The yeas and
nays having been ordered on the amendment pro by the Senator
from Arkansas [Mr. Jones], the SBecretary will call the roll.

The Secretary proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. CHILTON (when his name was called). I am palred with the
Senator from Oregon [Mr. MecBride].

. HawrLey (when his name was called). I am palred with the
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. Bate]. I believe he is still absent, and
so 1 shall not vote. If he were here, I should vote * nay.”

Mr. Rawrnixs (when his name was called). 1 am paired with the
Senator from Ohio [Mr. Hannal.

Mr. WELLINGTON (when his name was called). I inquire if the Sena-
tor from North Carolina [Mr. Butler] has voted?

The PrEsipixG OFFICER. He has not voted.

Mr. WELLINGTON. Then I withhold my vote, as I am paired with that
Senator.

The roll call was concluded.

Mr. Joxes of Arkansas. My colleague [Mr. Berry] is detained from
the Senate Chamber hf' public business. If he were present, he would
vote * yea.” He is palred with the Senator from Illinols [Mr. Mason].

ﬁm if the senior Senator from New Jersey [Mr.

nsate for the §

The PrEsSIDING OFFICER. He has not voted.

iAlr, GEAR, Then I withhold my vote, as 1 am palred with that Sena-
tor. If he were present, I should vote “ nay.”

Mr. MourpHY. I am paired with the Senator from New Hampshire
[Mr. Chandler], and therefore withhold my vote.

Mr. MoggriLL. I am paired with the senior Senator from Tennessee
[Mr. Harris], and therefore withhold my vote.

. HaxsBroUGH. I transfer my ir with the senior Senator from
Virginia [Mr. DaNIEL] to the Senator from Nevada [Mr. Jones], and
vote * nay.”

Mr. Pasco. I wish to announce that the Senator from Kentuck
[Mr. Lindsay] is necessarily absent from the city. He is paired wit
the senfor Benator from Michigan [Mr. MeMillan].

Mr. SgweLy (after having voted in the negative). I inquire if the
Benator from Wisconsin [Mr. Mitchell] has voted?

The PrRESIDING OFFICER. He has not voted.

Mr. SEwELL. Then 1 withdraw my vote, as I am palred with that
Senator.

T?m result was announced—yeas 23, nays 32, as follows:

YEAS—23.

Allen Gorman Martin Tillman
Bacon Harris, Kans. Mills Turpie
Caffery Jones, Ark, Morgan Vest
Cla Kenney Pasco Walthall
Cocirell MecLaurin Pettus White
Faulkner Mallory Roach




1909.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE.

1725

NAYS—32,

Allison Foraker Nelson Shoup
Burrows Pr{le Penrose Spooner
Carter Gallinger Perkins Teller
Clark Hale Platt, Conn. Thurston
Davis Hansbrough Platt, N. X. Turner
Deboe Hoar Pritchard Warren
Elkins Lodge Proctor Wetmore
Fairbanks Mantle Quay Wilson

NOT VOTING—34.
Aldrich Daniel Kyle Pettigrew
Baker Gear Lindsa Rawlins
Bate George McBride Sewell
Berry Gray McEnery Smith
Butler Hanna MeMillan Stewart
Cannon Harris, Tenn. Aason WeHington
Chandler Hawle Mitchell Wolcott
Chilton Heitfeld Morrill
Cullom Jones, Nev. Murphy =l

8o the amendment of Mr. Jones of Arkansas was rejected.

The PrESIDING OFFICER. The question recurs on the adoption of the
amendment of the committee.

Mr. Joxgs of Arkansas. I move to amend the amendment, in line 17,
after the word “ class,"” by inserti “for each und of wool con-
tained In eaid fabrie ;" after the word “ cl 7 in e 20, by inserting
the same words; and after the word " elass,” in line 24, by inserting
wﬁ*ﬁmf“m‘o The amendment proposed by the Senat

e PRESIDING OFFICER. e en nator
!romqh Aékansan wi!libe stated, a sed Sha 17 et 5 d

'he SecrErTaRY. In paragrap: , page e 17, r the wo
“ class,” it is proposed to insert * for each pound of wool contained
in said fabric;™ in line 20, after the word * class,” to Insert * for
each pound of wool contained in said fabric;' and In line 24, after the
f‘:l%rrfll "" class, to insert “ for each pound of wool contained in said

e

Mr. Joxes of Arkansas. Ar. President, the first para, will read,
if mg amendment is adopted, as follows: ERDN i

“ 304. On cloths, knit fabries, and all manufactures of every descrip-
tion made wholly or in part of wool, not speciall {hrovlded for In th
act, valued at not more than 40 cents Ber gon.nt{ e duty per pound
ghall be three times the duty Imposed by this act on a pound of un-
Eaﬁsrtlm?’ wool of the first class for each pound of wool enn&ued in said

1 feel absolutely confident the Senator from Iowa [Mr. Allison)
is so perfectly fair and just that he will accept this amendment. e
does not want to give the manufacturers com tion for tariffs on
wool which they do not pay. I am sure he i8 too fair a man to desire
any such thlng. When a fabric is made wholly of wool, then In 3
pounds of it there will be compensation for three times the tariff on
a pound of unwashed wool; but if a fabric is made one-half of wool
and one-half of cotton, then they will have a tariff on a pound of the
mixed fabric for three times the amount of wool that is in the fabric:
and the public will then pay the compensatory duty of 3 for 1 on
every ounce of wool that goes into the fabrie, and will a com-
pensatory duty on wool for cotton that goes into the fabrie, which
would be 6 to 1 if it was half-and-half, and which would be 10 to 1
if it were nine-tenths cotton and only one-tenth wool under the bill
“ﬁt “f'rrndTa“t 1 ha inted out already, and it

r. esldent, as ave po out a an was admitted
by Senators upon the other side, it omly takes ) pounds of unwashed
wool to make a pound of sc wool; and nobody denies it. The

uantity and which is consumed
by the manufacturers does not ] pounds to make 1 pound of
scoured wool ; it only takes 2 pounds to make 1 pound of scoured wool,
and the manufacturer pays a ff on only 2 pounds of wool—that is,
when he gets all wool in the fabric. This proposition will not even
get rid that evil, and It will let the manufacturer get 3 for 1, al-
though he only pays 2 for 1 for every ounce of wool or for every pound
:5 bemsiaktgg.t enters into bhis fabric; and certainly nothing more ought

Mr. ALL1soN. How do you ascertain that?

Mr. Joxes of Arkansas. You ascertain it
thing else. There is ig!
proportion of wool in the fabric. There is no frouble ascertaining
the amount of wool and the amount of cotton that is contained in the
fabrie, and the experienced custom-house officers can tell without difi-
cult{ the proportion of each.

The idea runs through the bill In numberless other instances, and
the provision appears In and again. How can you determine about
the value unless by weight? You put in the silk schedule everywhere
and the flax schedule everywhere that if flax or silk is the component
material of chief value—which is a question that is much more cult
to determine than to determine the guestion of welght—then the tax
shall be governed by that. In this case you have only to determine
as to the weight to determine the tax, which is a less complicated and
difficult question than to determine the value. If in mixtures of flax
or silk with other materials their values can be ascertained, how much
gag!tir would it be to ascertain the weight of wool that goes into a
abric.

Mr. ArLisoX. Mr, President, I wish to say but a word respecting the
amendments proposed by the Senator from Arkansas. The Selmtor%mm
Arkansas calls attention to the amendment which has just been de-
feated, because he says the woolen manufacturer will ve an unjust
compensatory duty, as we have provided here for three times the duty,
although nine-tenths or three-fourths of the material may be of cotton.
I do not intend to go into that this morning, having spoken briefly on
the question last nlght; but the difficulty of dealing with that method as
respects woolen fabrics lies in the faet that If wool is not the chief com-
ponent or measure of value these fabrics, If they contain a greater value
of cotton, will be thrown over into the cotton schedule.

AMr, JoxeEs of Arkansas. That, as the Senator suggests, has been dis-
posed of, but the question now is one of weight and not of valne.

Mr. ArLLisoN. Very well: and I am disposing of this question now.
That was objectlonable for the reason that then it would be a cotton
fabric and come In at 45 per cent ad valorem, a those who manufac-
ture such goods abroad would bring In in the form of free wool under
the cotton classification and under the cotton schedule probably half the
fabries that are used, because all they would have to do would be to
provide for 50} gr cent of cotton as the component material of chief
value, and then they would bring in 493 per cent of wool free of duty,

and In that way use the foreign wool that we are trying in this bill to
protect our farmers

It so happens that in this schedule at least the manufacturers and the
farmers are united in interest, for the reason that unless our farmers
who produce wool ean find a market for It with our own manufacturers
they will have practically no market at all. Therefore, if they are to

roduce wool in this country under the protective system, they must

ave it practically manufactured In this country under the protective
system as inst free wool abroad. I know that is not the purpose of
our friends upon the other side. If we are to have a duty upon wool
and woolens, we must correlate those duties so that our woolen manu-
facturers will be protected agalmst the inundation of free wools from
abroad under the guise of cotton fabrics.

Mr. JoxEs of Arkansas. 1 merely want to suggest that, admitting
for the sake of argument—which I do not—the Senator's position to be
exactly correct, then he can have no objection to this proposition, be-
camse this &m&oﬂtion is to make the compensation on the wool actually

contained e 8, whether it be much or little.
Mr. Arnrison. The henator proposes that this compensatory duty
shall be upon the wool in a mixed fabric, and upon the weight of the

wool. I 8 d like to know by what method any expert or any ap-
Ernlser can take a piece of with cotton warp, if you please, and
now how much the wool in the fabric will weigh, and how much the
cotton will h, unless he unravels it all. 8o it seems to me here is
another in method whereby it is attempted to evade or avoid the
very question in which our wool producers and woolen manufacturers
are interested in common as respects these duties.

Mr. Joxes of Arkansas. Will the Senator from Iowa permit me to
ask him a ?uesﬂon at this point? Paragraph 344 says:

“ Woven fabrics or articles not specially provided for in this act, com-

of flax, hemp, or ramie, or of which these substances or either of
them is the component material of chief value, weighing 4 ounces, ete.”

How is the custom-house officer to determine which is the com
material of chief value? Say, for instance, the warp is cotton, the fill-
ing linen, or the warp half cotton and the filling mixed linen and cotton.
How is the custom-house officer to tell which is the component material
of chief value? If he can not tell how the woolen fabriec is made, he
can not tell how the flax fabric is made, and he can not tell how the
silk fabriec is made; and yet the Senator has brought propositions here
which uire him to do t in the silk schedule, and in the flax sched-
ule; and if he is competent to do that in those cases, what is to Prevent
him from doing it in the woolen schedule? 1 should be glad to have
the SBenator explain how he can do it in the one and not in the other,

Mr. ALnisoN. The Senator is mistaken wholly as to what is to be
done. It is one tbjt?xfnm ascertain the component material of chief
value, and another gz to ascertain how much the wool in a fabric
weighs. The component material of chief value can easily ascer-
tained ; but sup he was required to ascertain whether 10 threads
of cotton in the fabric weighed an ounce or the fraction of an ounce,
and the other material three-quarters or a whole ounce.

Mr. Joxus of Arkansas. Must he not first ascertain how much flax
there is in the fabric before he determines what is the component ma-
terial of chief value?

r. ALLISON. No, sir; certainly mnot.

JoNes of Arkansas. How he find the value?

ALLISON. Because the flax is worth a great deal more than a
cotton fabrie.

Mr. Joxes of Arkansas. But if it is a question of the component ma-
terial of chief value and mot the fabrie, it is the component material
that makes the value.

Mr. ArLisoN. Certainly; which is flax.

Mr. Joxes of Arkansas. The flax thread. Then he has to find how
many flax threads there are in the material and measure their value by
the value of the flax and determine whether it is the component ma-
terial of chief value. 8o in silks. You are bound to analyze it. You
must first find the welght, and then compare it with the whole, and it
is easier to get the weight than the value, because the question of value
is to be determined after you find the weight, and it i3 more a matter
of opinion than is the weight. The weight can be determined by scales,
The value is a matter of opinion, to some extent, and in a constantly
fluctuating market it ls much more difficult to determine what is the
value of & after you find the weight than it is to find the weight.
ﬂBut ,o?;i [c:.n not find the value untll you first find the welght, either in

ax or i

Mr. ALLisoN. The Benator from Arkansas differs with all other ex-

perts on the subject. That Is all I have to
I think that is the

say.
Mr. JoNEs of Arkansas. I am not an expert.
plain common-sense view of the situation.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the amendment
%‘: by the Benator from Arkansas to the amendment of the com-

ee,

Mr. Joves of Arkansas. On that I ask for the yeas and nays.
th'rhel{m and nays were ordered ; and the Secretary proceeded to call

e roll.

Mr. CamroX (when his name was called). I am red with the
Senator from Oregon [Mr. McBride]. "

Mr. CLAR (when his name was ecalled). I am paired with the Sen-
ator from Kansas [Mr, Harris]. I do not see him in the Chamber, and
theﬁefoée WI?hgg Il!: oyt called). I paired with

r. GEAR (w § name was . JTam W the Senator
from New Jersey [Mr. Smith].

Mr. HANSBROUGH (when his name was called). I again announce the
transfer of my pair with the senfor Senator from Virginia [Mr, DaxIeL]
to the SBenator from Nevada [Mr. Jones], and I will vote. I vote
“ nay."

Mr. HAWLEY (when his name was called). I announce for the day
my Mpa'lr with the Senator from Tennessee |Mr., Bate].

r. MurPEY (when his name was ecalled). I am palred with the
&lhaﬂ:or Ir:‘l'ou:t N“E l’-{‘ampﬁl’ure [AIr, Ch“dtﬁg') ¥ bt e

z WLINS (when 8 name was ef - am w the
junior Senator from Ohio [Mr. Hannal, 57

Mr. WanreeN (when his name was called). I am palred with the
junior Senator from Washington [Mr. Turner]. If he were present, I
should vote “ nay."

Mr. WELLINGTON (when his name was called). I have a general pair
with the Senator from North Carolina [Mr. Butler]. As he is absent,
I withhold 33 vote.

Elhelr(on - Yin W:nmdfdt'h the junior Senator from P\ lvania

r. KENKEY, quire whether the junior Senator from Pem
[Mr. PExrOSE] has voted? e
The Vice-PRESIDENT. He has not voted.
Mr. KexNEY. Being palred with that Semator, I withhold my vote.
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Mr. JoNES of Arkansas. I again announce the pair of my colleague
[Mr. Berry] with the Senator from Illinois [Mr. Mason]. If my col-
league were present, he would vote * yea."

he result was announced—yeas 22, nays 28, as follows:

YEAS—22,
Allen Heitfeld Mitchell Turpie
Bacon Jones, Ark. Morgan Ves
Caffery MeLaurin Pasco Walthall
Chi Mallory Pettus White
Cockrell Martin Roach
Faulkner Mills Tillman

NAYS—28.
Allison Frye Mantle Bewell
Burrows Gallinger Perkins Bhoup
Carter Iiale Platt, Conn. Spooner
Davis Hansbrough Platt, N. Y. Teller
Elkins Hoar Pritchard Thurston
Falrbanks Lodge Proctor Wetmore
Foraker McEnery Quay Wilson

NOT VOTING—39.

Aldrich Daniel Jones, Nev. Penrose
Baker : Deboe Kenney Pettigrew
Bate Gear Kyle Rawlins
Berry George Lindsa Smith
Butler Gorman McBride Stewart
Cannon Gray McMillan Turner
Chandler Hanna Mason Warren
Chilton Harris, Kans. Morrill Wellington
Clark Harris, Tenn. Murphy Wolcott
Cullom Hawley Nelson

Bo the amendment of Mr. Jones of Arkansas to the amendment of the
committee was rejected.

My, JoNEs of Arkansas. I now offer, to come in at the end of the
paragraph, the following proviso:

“Provided, That the specific dutles provided for in this paragraph
ﬂ:’l?ll not become operative until twelve months after the passage of

B act.”

I shall ask for the yeas and nays on the amendment, and I hope the’
Senate will adogt it.

The Senator from Iowa has this morning distinctly admitted to the
Senate that there is a twelve months’ supply of wool now in the coun-
try; that it has been lmported, and no tariff has been paid upon It.
The specific duties provided for in this paragraph are intended, or it
is pretended that tl?’ are intended, as compensatory to the manu-
facturers for the tari thesl') pay on the wool they import.

Whenever, after this bill becomnes operative, the manufacturer imports
wool, he must pay the tariff of 10 cents a pound. When he imports
enough to make a pound of cloth, upon the assumption on the other side,
he must pay 30 cents, or 10 cents on each of the 3 pounds of wool out
of which to make 1 pound of cloth. In addition, the 50 per cent—23
per cent more than has been the law sinee the Wilson bill was passed—
which has been considered ample to protect the manufacturers, is already
provided for in the bill, and it is not right that compensation should be
allowed to them for tariff they have not paid. When a twelve-months’
supply, by the admission of the Senator from Iowa, has been imported
into the country without paying any duty, there is no justice, there is
no fairness, in allowing a compensation of 30 cents on every pound of
manufactured cloth made out of this wool as compensation for tariff
they have mot paid.

As the Benator from Iowa has admitted that there is a year's vaply
of wool in the country, and as the manufacturers will use raw wool for
twelve months apon which they have paid no duty, the amendment
ought to be adopted, so that the people will not be compelled to pay the
manufacturers an increased price because of duties they have not paid.
I ask for the gens and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered. 2

Mr. CocKRELL. Let the amendment be stated.

The SECRETARY. At the end of paragraph 364 it is proposed to insert
the following tFrmum:

“pProvided, That the duties provided for in this paragraph shall not
become operative until twelve months after the pas of this aet.”

Mr. WHITE. I simply desire to call attention to the fact that the ad
valorem duty in the paragraph is higher than under the McKinley Act.

Mr. VesT. In paragraph 364 the duties upon goods valued at not above
50 cents per pound amount to 154.30 pgr cent, and upon goods above 50
cents per pound, D4.45 per cent, It always happens that the higher
d“&? is upxn the cheap goods and the smaller duty upon the dear goods.

he statements of my colleague, the SBenator from Arkansas, in regard
to the Injustice of this paragraph are unanswerable, absolutely so, We
were told by the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. ALbricH], when he
made his opening speech in this debate, that on account of the immense
amount of wool which would be brought into this country, especially
under free wool—to use.his expression, which would be rushed into the
country before the bill became a law—It would be absolutely necessary
to find revenue for the immediate wants of the Government somewhere
else, and for that reason our Republican friends propose to put a duty
on beer and on tea, abandoning as to tea the time-honored arguments of
the Republican party against anf such duty, because that is a simple
revenue duty, all of which goes into the Treasury without any protec-
tion to the individnal manufacturer at all.

Yet with that very argument made here, it is now proposed, besides
these enormoos duties which I have named, to give to the manufac-
turers a simple, naked gratulty, out of the tax money of the people.
It iz nothing else. There is no pretense that they are entitled to the
duties which are now proposed on the ground that they use this taxed
wool. They have already got the wool. saw a statement in a
woolen journal yestcrday that they had a two-year supply. Even if
they have a one-year supply, what is it but naked robbery, under the
forms of law, to five them this enormous duty, when there is no basis
in the world for it?

Mr, Prart of Connecticut. What is the contention; that there is a
year's supply of wool in the hands of the manufacturers?

Mr. Joxes of Arkansas. There has been a year's supply of wool im-

rted into this country, nccording to the statements of all wool men.
?l?amonnts to a full year's consumption, 7The Senator from lowa ad-
mitted awhile ago that such is the fact. Now they have that wool with-
out paying any tariff on it, and yet you propose to Eul: compensatory
dutles in this paragraph to compensate them for tariffs mever paid.

Mr. Prarr of Connecticut. Not that the manufacturers have got it.
If it is in the hands of speculators, being held to charge the manufac-

tarers the price to which it will be raised by the duty, then the manu-
facturers derive no advantage from it.

Mr. JoxgEs of Arkansas. I presume the men who want the wool im-
ported it, and the Senator from Rhode Island stated in his opening
speech, as referred to by the Senator from Missourl, that this was be-
ing done and that the practical effect of it was to deprive the Treasury
of the revenue, and to compensate for that failure and so that the
Treasury might get the revenue that ought to have come from it, you
pro?nsc to put a tax on beer and tea.

Mr. Prarr of Connecticut. I merely rose for the purpose of sayin
that as I understand the situation a very small proportion of this woo
has been mForted by the manufacturers, but it has been lm?orted largely
by people with the idea of speculating upon it. I do not like that, but
at the same time I do not think their sins ought to be visited upon the
manufacturers.

Mr. Joxes of Arkansas. When the Wilson bill was being framed, the
manufacturers came here and insisted that as they had pald tarilf on
the raw materials which they used in manufacturing their goods it was
not right for them to be compelled to sell their fabrics in open market
in competition with fabrics made from free wool, as we proposed to
make it free. Recognizing the justice of that claim, the Wilson Act pro-
vided that the wool tariff should not go Into effect as to woolen fabrics
until January, 1805, to give them a market In which to sell the goods
which they had made out of taxed wool, to compensate them for what
they had done.

Now the same men are here, and they propose to manufactnre goods
out of free wool, and when we propose that they shall not be allowed
to saddle the geople with an expense they have not incurred, they forget
the sense of duty which animated us then, and I am ashamed to say
that the Senate seems not to appreclate the gravity of the situation.

Mr. WaITE. 1 merely desire to say that if the manufacturers of
woolen goods have not lmPorted the wool, and do not now possess it,
they have displayed in that regard far less ability and attention to their
business than has been manifested with referemce to the preparation of
the pr?;poaed act.

Mr. CAFFERY. I call the attention of the SBenator from Connecticut to
the fact that the Senator from Rhode Island, in his opening speech,
stated that no considerable revenue could be expected for two years
from the duty on wool, and he made his calculations of a surplus some-
thing over $2,000,000 only for the next two years, and limited the dura-
tion of the tea tax and the tax on beer to that period. Under any cir-
cumstances this tax s utterly indefensible, for If the wool has been im-
ported by lmporters and not by manufacturers, and they ask a high
price for it, tge manufacturers can import wocl without the payment of
duty. It occurs to me, however, that it Is an evasion to say that the

rties interested In the importations were mere speculators, who might
g: crushed by the fallure of the manufacturers to buy their imported
articles.

AMr. Pratr of Connecticut. T did nmot say and do not say that there
have not been, perhaps, unusual importations of wool by manufacturers,
but the great bulk of it is in the hands of the wool merchants. The
manufacturers buy Iin advance, of course.

Mr. CAFFERY. Who are the wool merchants?

AMr. PLATT of Connecticut. There may have been lmportations. I am
only speaking of what I have been advised. I do not know how it
may be.

Mr, Joxes of Arkansas. 'Th?' buy on commission, as a rule?

Mr., PraTr of Connecticut. 1 presume so.

Mr. JoNEs of Arkansas. When they buy on commission, they buy for
their principals. Seventy million pounds of wool came in month before
last.

Mr. WHiTE. It Is wholly unlikely that these people have not at-
tended to their interests, and it is not at all probable that they are
walking around, not knowing what to do, while other people are im-
porting wool. 1 suppose the wool manufacturers have a vague idea
that a wool schedule will probably be adopted some day, and they doubt-
less had such an idea soon after the last election.

Mr. Prart of Connecticut. Senators on the other side seem to sup-
pose—and I know that mothing I can say will change their opinion
about it—that every wool manufacturer in the Unlted States is a verz
rich man, who can buy a year's stock of wool in advance and carry |
The contrary ls the fact. Most of the woolen manufacturers of the
United States are not wealthy, and have no surplus cash on hand to
invest in a year's supply of wool.

Mr. Rawrixs. Will the Senator from Connecticut yleld to me for a

uestion? 1 will ask the Senator If it i8 not the theory of the ub-
lican party, frequently expressed by its leaders, including the President
of the Unltedr%%ates, that the foreigner pays the lmgort duty, the tax;
and if that is true, upon what theory does the Republican party justify
the imposition of eomFensatory duties to make good the dpomestic manu-
facturer on account of the sup?osed increased cost of his raw material?

Mr. Prarr of Connecticut. I must ask to be excused from entering
into a discussion of the principles upon which the protecfse system
is based. Un.tortunate!z. the Senators who would like to explain it
fully and at t length, and answer the very remarkable and wonder-
ful statements which have been made on the other side for the last
three or four weeks are compelled to sit silent in order to secure the
passage of the Pendlng bill within any time that will satisfy the country.

Mr. Mirrs. 1 think it is a creation of fancy on the part of the Sena-
tor from Connecticut that wool is imported into this country by specu-
lators and then sold to the woolen manufacturers. The woolen manu-
facturers could not earry on their business in that way. They have to
have experts to buy their wool. The wool is bought for a particular
pu , and a particolar kind of wool is bought and a particularly
sklliml person is appoiuted to do the work. I remember a few years
ago being in New England and in one of the largest woolen manufactur-
ing establishments, and they pointed me to a gentleman whom they said
they paid $10,000 a year to purchase their wool for them, and they said
he could shut his eyes and stick his hand into a bag of wool and tell
what sort of wool it was. They have to have a high-priced man to do
that business. The¥‘ are importing wool for themselves.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I have been very highly edified for the
last three days In listening to the discussion of the guestion whether
there is 1 pound of pure wool in 3 pounds of wool In the grease, or
whether there ls 1 pound of pure wool in 4 pounds of wool in the
grease. I think that is a subject which has been discussed largely and
extensively here during the entire week.

This guestion assumes a greater range than the mere discussion of
gchedules or the arrangement of details. It involves the discussion of
principles, it involves the di i of ¢ q , and it occurs to
me that the thing which ought to present itself most strongly to the
mind of every Senator is whether the seventy-odd mlillion people in the
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United States are to bear the burden of an enormous taxation upon
woolen articles ne to their life and their comfort.

1 do not suppose there is a sheep in the United States to every inhab-
itant, and yet the guestion of wool, the question of sheep, has occupled
the attention of the Senate now for the last week. It is a mere spec-
tacular performance before the country. There is nothing else to it.
Uﬁnn the one hand stand a few sheep growers and a few wool owners
who have contributed largely to the campalgn funds in the past and
who are now demanding their compensation in the form of a pro-
hibitory statute, and on the other hand stand the millions of lambs in
this country to be shorn by the tax,

What difference does it make so far as the particular item now
under discussion is concerned? The whole purpose and sco‘pe of the
bill are not only to lay upon the backs of the geopla of this country
additional burdens in the form of taxation, but It has a deeper sig-
nificance, as expressed by the chairman of the Wa{s and Means Com-
mittee of the House of Representatives, and therein lies one of its secret
and hidden purposes, and that is to ereate a fund so great, a surplus
g0 great, that it can be as a means of retiring the nbacks and
the legal-tender notes and the other forms of money which have been
issued by this Government,

It is the first step in that directlon. If the bill ggnses and produces,
as 1 belleve it will not, a sm-Plus revenue, then the jackals and the
cormorants who profit by it will hold up their hands and elevate their
sanctified noses and demand at the hands of C legislation that
will retire the greenbacks and legal-tender notes. Then, when that is
accomplished, as doubtless it will be accomplished if things are to
on In the future as they have gone in the past few years, we will ﬁ
informed that we have not sufficlent money, which we all now know.
We will have committed then the sulcidal poliey of retiring the green-
backs and Iggnl-tander notes that are so dear and sacred the com-
mon egeo le of this countxa;. and then we will be informed that the only
remedy the people have, the only relief we can give them, will be relief
in the form of an extension of the powers of national ks.

Then this country will have passed into the hands of the manufac-
turers, the national banks, and the great rallway transportation lines of
the ecountry, and the peopia will be absolutely and unqualifiedl

at their
mercy. These consequences can not be escaped. Yet dignified Senators
stand here and argue like boys at school upon the grave and solemn

question whether there are 2 pounds of grease to 1 pound of pure wool
A e Atk the bill 1 tt i

r. en want to see the pass. want to see it pass as
lgeedlly as ble. In my judgment it will be the gigantic raR:re of
the a It will fall short of producing revenue. Although its purpose
is as I said, I want to see the great body of honest American citizens
who belleve there is something in the ta issue to learn by bitter ex-
perience, if they can not learn otherwise, that the tariff is a delusion
and a snare, and that the onélg 1uestlon for the American people to
decide—the great question which they must decide correctly if the Goy-
ernment is to survive—Is the question of the volume and character of
our money.

I am perfectly willing, so far as I nm concern to walk Into this
Chamber occasionally and vote upon these schedules. I do not sa
that T will or will not vote upon the measure as a whole when it
submitted. I do mot know what course I shall pursue then; but I be-
lieve, and I believe the American people are becoming daily convinced,
that the bill will be a failure the moment it is adopted. But if they
want tariff, if nothing but tariff will do, if our Republican friends say
the settlement of the tariff question will settle the question of pros-

rity, then let us have tariff, and let us have it Iy, and let ?t be

’gxlkt e ve ’”"ﬁ‘i’@ﬁ" it i

t as as It is possible for our friends on the other side
to make it. Let it prohibit the importation of hundreds of
Then what will be the result? Where will p ty come from? Oh,
the mills will open, so say our friends: men will be eet at work in the
different departments of industry and in manufacturing. But there
must be a market for the articles that are manufactured getore you can
set your mills to work. Where is t market to be found? " It can
not found in the United States, because the people are too poor to
purchase the artlcles manufactured. No man is go to manufacture
an article without first knowing he is going to have a market for it. Itis
rot and nonsense to sit here day after day and discuss this simple question.

The Vice-PReESIDENT. The gemtary will call the roll on agreeing to
the amendment of the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Jones] to the
amendment of the committee.

'i‘[he %ecretary rogeede]gs to call the l'oll.]Ml 5

r. CHILTON (when name was ca . I am red with
Beg?tor(} rrom( Ohregolrl:lh[hlr. McBride ied). 1 : o pal thiy
r. GEAr (when name was ca . Iam with the Sena
Ircg? Nﬁw Jersey [Mr. Smith]. pat for

r. KENNEY (when his name was called). T announce m ir with
thg junior Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. SE], and vgiﬁuld my
votie,

Mr. McLAvriy (when his name was called). I announce m
wlil; thﬁ Senator {roﬁn Nﬁl{th Carolina [l!;:ﬁe%ritclbarﬂ]. Y R

r. RAWLINS (when his name was ¢ . I am ired with
Eeuﬁltor wfrmm Ohl(o l!iMr. hf]lanna]. lled; t i B

r. WARREN (when his name was ea . I agaln announce m
pair with the junior Senator from Washington [Mr. Turner]. ¥

Mr. WELLINGTON (when his name was ed). I n announce my

air with the junior Senator from North Carolina [Mr. Butler], and in
iz absence withhold my vote.

g‘!he'll:o“ Gy Has the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. Thurstol

r. TILLMAN. Has the Senator from Nebras! .
The VICE-PRESIDENT. He has not voted. R TdT
Mr, TinLMmAN. I am paired with that Senator, and therefore with-

hold my vote.
Mr. MarrorY. I am palred with the Senator from Vermont [Mr.
Proctor]. If he were here, I should vote * yea.” L
Mr. Joxes of Arkansas. I again announce the absence of my ecol-

league [Mr. Berry]. If he were present, he would vote * yea.” He is
paired with thengenator from Illino%ﬁr. Mason]. x

Mr. RIS of Kansas., 1 am pai with the junior Senator from
W{ql:mlng [Mr. CLarg]. If he were present, I should vote “ yea."

r. MARTIN, I am paired with the senlor Senator from l[ont{mna. [Mr.
Mnntle};. I should vote * yea ™ if he were present.

Mr. Gray. I ask if the senior Senator from Illinols [Mr. CoLLom]
has voted?

The Vice-PresipExT. He has not voted.

Mr. Gray., I am paired with that Senator, and withhold my vote.

Mr. WareeN., By an arrangement with the Benator from Mr.
Harrig], 1 transfer my ir with the Senator from Washington [Mr.
Turner] to my colleague [Mr. CLARK], so that the Senator from Kansas
and myself can vote. I vote * nay.”

Mr. Harris of Kansas., I vote * yea.”

The result was announeed—yeas 18, nays 27; as follows:

YEAB—18.
Allen Faulkner Morgan Vest
Bacon Harris, Kans, Murphy Walthall =
Caffery Jones, Ark. *a8CO White
Cla{ Mills Pettus
Cockrell Mitechell Roach

NAYS—27.
Allison Foraker Nelson Spooner
Burrows e Perkins Stewart
Carter Gallinger Platt, Conn, Teller
Chandler Hale Platt, N. X. Warren
Deboe Hoar Quay Wetmore
Elkins Lodge Sewell Wilson
Falr| McEnery Bhoup

NOT VOTING—44.

Aldrich Gear Kyle Pettigrew
Baker George Lindsa Pritchard
Bate Gorman McBride Proctor
Ber Gray McLaurin Rawlins
Butler Hanna McMillan Smith
Cannon Hansbrough Mallory Thurston
Chilton Harris, Tenn. Mantle Tillman
Clark Hawle; Martin Turner
Cullom Heitfeld Mason Tur?le
Daniel Jones, Nev, Morrill Wellington
Davlis Kenney Penrose Wolcott

So the amendment to the amendment was rejected.

Mr. JoNES of Arkansas. I move, in line 15, paragraph 364, to sirike
out the words * three times " and Insert * twice;" so that the compen-
satory duty upon the manufactured material, instead of being three
times the cost of a pound of unwashed wool, shall be twice the cost of &

und of unwashed wool, It was admitted yesterday in debate a num-
ggr of times that Port Phillip wool, which, as nobody will deny, is the
wool mainly imported and used b; the manufacturers, shrinks at the
rate of about 50 per cent, or that 2 pounds of unwashed wool will make
a pound of scoured wool. There is no reason for making larger the in-
creases in favor of manufactures. They go exactly in the line of the
other outrages we have been speaking about. I hope the Senate will
adopt this amendment.

e Vice-PresipeNT. The guestion is on the amendment of the Sen-
ator from Arkansas [Mr. Jones] to the amendment of the committee.

Mr. Jof;s of Ard;m&t 1 ask for the yeas and nays on the amend-
ment to the amendmen

The yeas and nays were ordered; and the Secretary proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. CHILTON (when his name was called). I am paired with the Sen-
ator from Oregon [Mr, McBridel.

Mr. GEAR (when his name was called). I am paired with the Senator
from New Jersey [Mr. 8mith].

Mr. Geay (when his name was called). I am pafred with the Benator
from Illinols [Mr. CoLLoM] on this question. If he were present, I
should vote * yea.”

Mr. KexNeEY (when his name was called). I am paired with the Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania [Mr. PENROSE].

Mr. McLavriN (when his name was called). I am paired with the
Senator from North Carolina [Mr. Pritchard].

Mr. MAaLLorY (when hiz name was called). I am paired with the Sen-
ator from Vermont [Mr. Proctor]. If he were present, I should vote
i H_I'I

yMr. RAwWLINS (when his name was called). I am paired with the
Senator from Ohio [Mr. Hanna].

Mr. WARREN &when his name was called). By the same arrangement
that was heretofore made I tramsfer my ﬁair with the junior Benator
from Washington [Mr. Turner] to my colleague [Mr. CLARK], so that
the Senator from Wy Mr. Crark] will stand paired with the Sen-
ator from Washington [Mr. Turner], and thus relieve the SBenator from
Kansas [Mr. H ] and myself.

vote * nay."”

Mr. WELLINGTON (when his name was callecf}. I again announce my
palr with the junior Senator from North Carclina [Mr. Butler].

The roll call was concluded.

Mr. Hapris of Kansas. Under the arrangement stated by the Bena-
tor from Wyoming [Mr. Warrex] I am at liberty to vote. I vote
a“ ea‘”

,Mr. MarTIN. I desire to _announce my
from Montana [Mr. Mantle]. I should vo

Mr. Joxes of Arkansas. I announce for the day the
my colleague [Mr. Berry], who is detained from the Cham
duties, and the Senator from Illinols [Mr. Mason].
were present, he would vote “ yea.”

The result was announced—yeas 19, nays 26; as follows:

r with the senlor Benator
“yea" if he were present.
air tween
r by publie
If my colleague

YEAB—10.

11 ulkner Morgan Tillman
ﬁaggn Harris, Kans. Murphy Vest
Caffery Jones, Ark. Pasco Walthall
Clay Mills Pettigrew White
Cockrell Mitchell Pettus

NAYS—26.
Allison Toraker Perkins Teller
Burrows Fr;lve Platt, Conn, Thurston
Carter Gallinger Platt, N. Y. Warren
Chandler Hale Quay Wetmore
E]mlkt Hoar Smho 11 Wilson
ns up
Fairbanks l[mery Spooner
NOT VOTING—44
Aldrich Gear Kyle Penrose
Baker George Lindsa, Pritchard
Bate Gorman MecBride Proctor
Berry Gray MecLaurin Rawlins
Butler Hanna MeMillan Roach
Cannon Hansbrough Mallory Smith
Chilton Harris, Tenn. antle Btewart
Clark Hawle Martin Turner
Cullom Heitfeld Mason Turpie
Daniel Jones, Nev, Morrill Wel?in ton
Davis Kenney Nelson Woleo

Bo the amendment to the amendment was rejected.
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[From the CONGRESSIONAL Rucomp of June 24, 1897, pp. 1080-1993.]

Mr. Joxgs of Arkansas. Mr. President, I was very much interested in
the part of the remarks of the Senator from Delaware relating to the
cost of goods and the illustrations which he gave to the Senate. I have
a number of simlilar samples. I have in m2y hand a fabrie, “ cotton
warp worsted,” the cost of which abroad is 32 cents a yard. TUnder the
Wilson law the tariff on this article would be 12,8 per yard—Iless than
13 cents a yard. The tariff under the present pm%osed measure would
be 25 cents specific and 50 per cent ad valorem, which would be equiv-
alent to 16 cents. The foreign cost is 32 cents, and 50 per cent, the
manufacturer's tariff provided in this bill, would be 16 cents, and the
compensatory tariff for the next twelve months, to be given to the manu-
facturer for no consideration whatever, will be 25 cents on an article
costing 32 cents.

I have already pointed out to the Senate that there is no tariff gald
upon the wool out of which these goods will be manufactured and that
we are giving a compensatory tariff for tariffs which are not paid and
will not be paid for the next twelve months on this article costing 32
cents, - We are paying 25 cents compensatory tariff, together with an
ad valorem equivalent to 16 cents, to the manufacturers to protect them
in their manufacture. 'This illustrates the outrage of giving a compen-
sation, against which we have protested and against which we have
again and again to-day voted. It shows the wrong in this matter, and
it Is not by any means a small matter.

I have here samples of another fabric, costing 21 cents abroad, on
which the tariff under the present law is 8.4 cents per yard. The tariff
under this bill wounld be 50 per cent ad valorem, equivalent to 10} cents
on a cost of 21 cents; and the compensatory specific tax intended to
compensate for the tarif upon wool which was not pald is 21.6 cents n
yard on an article that cost 21 cents. The specific com?ensatory tax
lnjd on that fabric is more than 100 cent of the foreign cost; and
n additlon to that there is a tariff of 50 per cent that is given to the
manufacturer for protection. !

This manifestly shows how this compensatory tax for a tariff never
paid operates on the people of this country. When we buy abroad $100
worth of this article, we must pay not only the $50 for the manufac-
turer's protection, but we must pr&y more than $100 as a tax to com-
pensate the manufacturers for tariffs they have not pald—a plain, naked
robbery. There can be no more polite or eivil word used in connection
with such legislation.

1 have another sample here of wool and cotton suitings, which cost
606 cents a yard abroad. The tariff under the l;])resent law is 26.4 cents.
The ad valorem tariff of 50 per cent under the pending bill would bhe,
of course, 33 cents a yard, and the compensatory tariff paid for the
imaginary wool tariff is 54 cents. But it is scarcely necessary to mul-
tiply examples of this kind. I have here samples of another and
lighter character of goods which cost 22 cents a yard abroad. Under
the present law the duty is 40 per cent, which would be 8.8 cents, a
little less than 9 cents, Under the Senate bill there is a duty of 50
per cent ad valorem, which, of course, would be 11 cents, the foreign
cost being 22 cents; and the compensatory tax, the specific tax placed
on the fabric to pay the manufacturer for the tariff that he has not
paid on this article eosting 22 cents, is 24 cents—more than 100 per
cent, in additlon to the entire 50 per cent, which the manufacturers
claim Is all the protection they ask.

The manufacturers have lived under the general tax of 40 per cent in
the Wilson law when they have had free wool ; and now when you pro-
‘pose to tax the wool by a protective tariff of 50 cent ad valorem, a
rise of 25 per cent on the tariff theretofore existing, and in addition to
that a specific tax of 24 cents a pound, under the false pretense of in-
demnifying them for tariffs that they have g:ld on the raw wool, when
they have never paid one cent, you are putting a tax of more than 100
per cent on the goods which are used by our people. What is the use
of saying that the purpose of this thing Is not to raise the price of these
articles to the people? If it does not mean that, why do you want this

rotection ? ¥ would these people come here asking for these taxes
f they did not believe that they would increase the cost?

It is a matter well known to all of ns that it does increase and ralse
these prices by these amounts; and if they do not, the men who are
asking for the passage of this bill will be worse fooled than anybody else.

Mr. President, I had not intended to detain the Senate longer, but my
associates around me say, * Give us another sample.” I have laid aside
a number of these. ere [exhibiting] is a sample of heavy, coarse
cloth used for the purpose of making coarse, cheap overcoats. It costs
31 cents a yard, and the duty on this under the present law is 12.4
cents a yard, making it cost 43.4 cents when brought in here. Under
the present tariff It would be 151 cents a yard. The compensatory
tariff paid upon this article for wool upon which no tariff has ever been
paid, while the fabric costs 31 cents, is 42 cents a yard, more than 125
per cent tariff upon this fabric to protect the manufacturers for a tariff
not one solitary cent of which they have ever paid, but the whole of
which is paid by thf)fpeople. )

1 have a number pleces of these goods on my desk, and I shall not
go over all of them. They include ladies’ dress goods and goods for
men's wear. I shall insert in the RECORD the statements accompanying
these samples, so that Senators who are interested in the subject may
examine them.

The statements referred to are as follows:

27-inch black luster orlean for men’s summer coats, cotton warp and
worsted weft, costing 3% pence per running yard, weighing under 4
ounces to the gquare yard:

Cents.

Present duty, 40 per cent 2,70
Under Senate bill the duty will be—

Gk cents per square yard 4,13

And 50 per cent = 3. 37

Total 7. 50

which, If entirely ad valorem, would be 111 per cent duty.

27-inch black luster orlean for men’s summer coats, cotton warp and
worsted weft, costing 4% pence per running yard, weighing under 4
ounces to the square yard:

Cents.

Present daty, 50 per cent. 4.13
Under Senate bill the duty will be—

53 cents per square yard 4 13

And 50 per cent 4.13

8. 26

Total .—
which, if entirely ad valorem, would be 100 per cent duty.

27-inch black luster sicilian for men’s summer coats, cotton warp and
worsted weft, costing 33 pence per running yard, weighing under 4
ounces to the square yard: .

Cents,

Present duty, 40 per cent .3.10
Under Senate bill the duty will be—

53 cents per square yard 4,13

And 50 per cent 3. 87

8.00

Total
which, if entirely ad valorem, would be 103 per cent duty.
32-inch eolored italian lining, cotton warp and wool weft, costing 6}
pence per running yard, weighing under 4 ounces per square yard :

Cents.

Present duty, 50 per cent 6. 50
Under Senate bill the duty will be—

53 cents per square yard 4, 88

And 50 per cent 6. b0

Total 11. 38

which, if entirely ad valorem, would be 87 per cent duty.
82-inch black italian lining, cotton warp and wool weft, costing T§
pence per running yard, weighing 4} ounces per square yard :

Cents,

Present duty, 50 per cent 7.62
Under Senate bill the duty will be—

42 cents per pound 7. 56

And 50O per cent 7.62

Total 15. 18

whieh, if entirely ad valorem, would be 99 per cent duty.

27-inch black cashmere for men's summer coats, cotton warp and
wool weft, costing 7 pence per running yard, weighing under 4 ounces
per square yard :

Cents.

Present duty, 50 per cent 7.00
Under Senate bill the duty will be— ——
63 cents per square yard 4. 87
And 50 per cent 7.00
Total__ 11. 87

which, if entirely ad valorem, would be 84 per cent duty.

27-inch black cashmere for men's summer coa cotton warp and
wool weft, costing 8§ pence per running yard, weighing 4% ounces per
square yard:

Cents.

Present duty, 50 per cent 8. 75
Under Senate bill the duty will be— s
32 cents per pound 6. 37
And 5O per cent 8.75
Total_ 16. 12

whiech, if entirely ad valorem, would be 86 per cent duty.

88-inch black mohair brillinntine dress goods, for women's wear,
cotton warp and mohalr weft, costing 9 pence per running yard, weigh-
ing under 4 ounces per square yard :

Cents.

Present duty, 50 per cent 9. 00
Under Senate bill the duty will be— e
63 cents per square yard 6. 86
And 50 per cent 9. 00
Total et 15. 86

which, if entirely ad valorem, would be 88 per cent duty.
Cotton and wool (shoddy) melton, 54 inches wide, 143 ounces weight ;
value, 11 pence; dutiable value, 21 cents:

Cents,

. Present duty, 40 per cent 8. 4
Under Senate Dbill the duty will be— AL
24 cents per pound.___ 21.6

And 50 per cent ad valorem 10. 5

32.0

Total_ =
which, if entirely ad valorem, would be 150 per cent.
Union twill, eotton, wool, and shoddy, 56 inches wide, 16 ounces
weight ; value, 11 pence; dutiable value, 22 cents:

Cents.

Present duty, 40 per cent 8.8
Under Senate bill the duty will be—

24 cents per pound 24.0

And 50 per cent ad valorem._ 11. 0

Total 35.0

whiech, if entirely ad valorem, would be 159 per cent.
56-inch mixture worsted coating for men's suits, worsted warp and
;rf]n. co;lti.ug 27 pence per running yard, weighing 12 ounces per run-
g yard:

Cents.

Present duty, 50 per cent =270
Under Senate bill the duty will be— !
2 cents per pound 24.0

And 50 per cent ad valorem 27.0
Total G51. 0

which, if entirely ad valorem, would be 94 per cent.
Cloakings, cotton warp, wool and shoddy filling, 54 inches wide, 283
ounces welght; value, 1s. 4d.; dutiable value, 31 cents:

Cents.
Present duty, 40 per cent 12, 4
—_———=

Under Senate bill the duty will be—
4 cents per pound___________ 42,0
And 50 per cent ad valorem 15.5
Total b7.5

which, If entirely ad valorem, would be 185 per cent.




1909.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE.

1729

Cotton warp worsted, 506 inches wide, 11 ounces weight; wvalue,
1s. 41d.; dutiable value, 32 cents:

Cents.

Present duty, 40 per cent_ -—- 128
Under Senate bill the duty will he—

36 cents per pound_________ 25. 00

And 50 per cent ad valorem________________________ __ 16. 00

Total_ s s e 41. 00

which, If entirely ad vﬁlorem, would be 128 per cent.
German cloaking, cotton and wool, 50 inches wide, 10} ounces welght ;
value, 1.50 marks; dutiable value, 34.5 cents:

d Cents.

Presant Quty, SO per cent L - e = 17-3
Under Senate Dbill the duty-wm be—

36 cents per i [ 24.0

And 55 per cent ad valorem PSSR 19.0

hr s - A e YIRS bk e Tt S s ot L 43.0

which, If entirely ad valorem, would be 125 per cent.
- Fancy worsteds, 29 inches wide, 123 ounces weight ; value, 2 shillings ;
dutiable value, 46 cents:

Cents.

Present duty, 50 per cent. 23.0
Under Senate bill the duty will be—

6 cents per pound__________ = 28.0

And 50 per cent ad valorem______________ 23.0

Total = 51.0

which, if entirely ad valorem, would be 111 per cent.
Worsted trousering, 20 inches wide, 8 ounces weight; value, 2 shil-
E:.ngs: dutiable value, 46.5 cents:

Cents.

Present duty, 50 per cent e e
Under Senate bill the duty would be—

36 cents per pound_ B ¢ H 1

And 55 per cent ad valorem 25. 6

Total St 43. 6

which, If entirely ad valorem, would be 04 per cent.
German cloakings, cotton and wool, 50 inches wide, 14 ounces welght ;
value, 2.25 marks; dutiable value, 52 cents:

Cents.

Present duty, 50 per cent 7. L 26.0
Under Senate hill the duty will he—

36 cents per pound._____ 5 — 31.56

And 50 per cent ad valorem____ = 26.0

Total e s s i Bb7.5

wh‘i‘t;h,llf t:t"-%tlregr ad wli:?rem:z _?wiukh be 1}‘;] per cent.
ool and cotton suiting, 27 Inches wide, 12 oun ;
2s. 6d.; dutiable value, 59 cents : i i

$ Cents.
Present duty, 50 per cent 29. 5
Under Senate bill the duty will be—
86 cents per pound o 27.0
And 50 per cent ad wvalorem 29.5
Totel oo . 56.5
wh\%c‘h. llf egttreg ad v?ét:‘rem.;;o;ﬂdhbe 95t r2cent.
ool and cotton su nches wide, 24 2
2s. 10d.; dutiable value, 66 cents: e b
Cents.
Present duty, 40 per cent 26. 4
Under Senate bill the duty will be—
36 cents per pound 54.0
And 50 per cent ad valorem__ 33.0
R e eusea LS LI W SO N 87.0

wh(tjih' ’lftent]!lre!y a]d J\:asalci.nre:l:llzn. Wcllild].d b§0132 per cent.
eviot, nll wool, 58 inches wide, ounces welght; value, 4 H
dutiable valne, $1: ¥ oo T

Present duty, 50 per cent
Under Senate bill the duty will be—

36 cents per pound-_ 875
And 50 per cent ad valorem

$0. 50

B —

Total 1.175

which, if entirely ad valorem, would be 117} per cent.
Covert cloth, 54 Inches wide, 32 ounces weight; value, 9 shillings;

dutiable value, $2.08:

Present duty, 50 per cent $1. 04
_

Under Senate bill the duty will be—
36 cents per pound .72
And 55 per cent ad valorem 114
Total 1. 8¢

which, If entirely ad wvalorem, would be 89% per cent.
ool sultings, 50 inches wide, 18-19 ounces welght; value, 10s. 3d.;
dutiable value, $2.36:

Present duty, 50 per cent
XLIV—109

$1.18

Under Senate bill the duty will be—

36 cents per pound_______ $0. 41
And 55 per cent ad valorem 1. 30
Total _ FETE

which, if entirely ad valorem, would be 72 per cent.
Clay worsted coatlg‘a. 56 inches wide, 26 ounces weight; value, 12s.
Gd.: dutiable value, $2.90:

Present duty, 50 per cent $1.45
Under Senate bill the duty will be—

6 cents per pound . B8

And 55 per cent ad valorem.. 1. 595

Total _ 2.18

whiech, if entirely ad valorem, would be 75 per cent.

Mr. Joxes of Arkansas. We have by our votes to-day undertaken
again and again to remove this proposition to tax goods to compensate
manufacturers for tariffs which they have not paid, but we have been
met by a solid vote on the other side without regard to the facts, with-
out rezard to right. You have inslsted on Imposing these enormous
taxes on the people to compel the masses of the ]lieople to pay this com-
pensation for money that has not been Invested in raw material by the
manufacturers. We are powerless ; we can not help ourselves.

Mr. President, the development of the United States In an Industrial
way is something remarkable. 1 presented some’ tables here the other
day which showed that the people of this country consume to-day more
raw cotton in- manufactures than any other country on the globe; that
Wwe use more raw wool t any couniry in the world; that we are the
Inrgest producers of pig iron on the earth, and, indeed, in this great
manufacture we have taken the lead of all the nations of the earth.
There is no longer any room for the pretense that we are an infant;
there is no longer any excuse for asking for the benefactions of the
Government or to be asking Congress for protection against competition
with the balance of the world.

1 will put into the REcorD a statement which I have had made up
a very competent man, Jacob hoenhof, a_ careful. painstaking, patri-
otle, intelligent man, n man who has no_ prejudices for or against any of
these questions, and who looks at them, I believe, with absolnte im-
partiality. The statement shows the industrial grom of the United
States for the last ten years as compared with Great Britain and Ger-
many. I will insert it as a part of my remarks, and 1 commend it to
the attention of Senators.

The PreEsIiDING OFFIcER. Without objection, the paper referred to by
the Senator from Arkansas will be printed in the Rucomp.

The paper referred to is as follows:

“ INDUSTRIAL PROGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES FOR THE TEN YEARS PAST
COMPARED WITH THE PROGRESS MADE IN GEEMANY AND GREAT BRITAIXN.

“1 start mr comparison with a showing of the exports of manufac-
tures of metals, chiefly those whereof iron and steel are the component
materials, and articles in which the labor cost Is vastly in excess of the
cost of the material, even If we take the material as advanced in manu-
facture to the state of finished iron and steel. The totals of these high-
est finished articles of manufacture, chiefly machinery, implements, and
nggnratus. exported In 1886 amounted to $22,615,000; in 1891 to
£40,618,000, and In 1896 to $63.516.000. This is an increase of eightesn
millions, or 79.6 ])er cent, in the five years closing with 1801, and of
£22.808,000. or fully 25 per cent, over the increase of the five years pre-
ceding the five years closing with 1806.

1.—Value of exparts of finished articles of manufactures of iron and
gteel progressed above the crude and half-manufactured state, and of
other manufacturcs of similar character where metals are the com-
ponent material of chief value, in 1886, 1391, and 1856.

Fiscal year—
Calendar
Article.
Yyear 1866,
1886, 1801,
Agricultural implements:
Mowers and reapers.... $1,288,000 | $1,567,000 | $2,880,000
Plows and cultivators. 322,000 597,000 680,000
All other, and partsof......... 757,000 | 1,085,000 1,075,000
Total 2,367,000 | 3,219,000 4,044,000
Brass, and manufactures of. 150,000 297,000 1,026,000
Carriages, cars, and parts 4 1,928,000 | 4,911,000 2,747,000
Clocks and watehes____ 1,866,000 | 1,580,000 | 1,650,000
Qopper manufactures. 108,000 190,000 819,000
Oycles, and DATEE OF e e e e e L 8,706,000
Instruments and appara for scientific
pUrposes. ... - 480,000 | 1,576,000 2,717,000
Iron and steel manufactures:
OOy e oo 112,000 146,000 188,000
Firearms... 1,779,000 850,000 784,000
‘ 2,466,000 | 3,858,000 6,140,000
2,585,000 | 2,869,000 3,061,000
4,469,000 | 13,425,000 | 22,513,000
204,000 440,000 821,000
281,000 818,000 877,000
196,000 248,000 804,000
335,000 860,000 1,788,000
2,284,000 | 8,087,000 | 8,108,000
14,801,000 | 27,010,000 | 44,109,000
871, 1,326,000 | 1,269,000
22,618,000 | 40,618,000 | 68,516,000

“The wages pald in the census year in the principal industries contri
uting to these exports amounted to $189.646.%00. which was distrlhurtebci
among 826,500 hands, making an average for each employee In these
industries of §580. If we divide the year into 50 working weeks, which
is certainly a liberal allowance in view of the idle time that runs in
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under the name of holidays or other causes of stoppage tn thie working
year, this is "Eenl to nearly $13 a week wages.

“ Counting German wages, at a liberal allowance, as 20 mrks?er week
in these trades on the same computation of time for all employed in
slmuxr industries, which takes in minors and adults all at the same rate

lpaﬁg this gives near three times as hﬁh a rate of wages in the

States as is paid in Germany in the same occupations, if we
e time.

“ It will be {nterestlng to see now what one of the modern, ve
countries of Europe, availing itself of the scientific inventions of the
time, and, besides, being benefited by a low rate of wages in these indus-
tries, as of 1 to 3 against the Ui ted States, has to show in pr
and deve!opment when it comca to compete in the neutral marke ot
the world ? roduct of the mills of America, paying, under all
mnsideratlons the highest wages in existence.

“1 exclude from this comparison all articles of erude manufacture,
such as common castings, bar iron, steel rails, wire, ete.

“ Exports of the s trade of Germany in in manufactures of metals
other than crude articles mentioned abow as exem ted from the tables

relating to American exports, but instruments,
and apparatus : 1886, $ (? 99,000 ; 1891 'tS 213,800 153.;, §48,575,800.
‘American manufacture,

ainst this we set the tauowing articles of Am,
taken out of the list of Table I:

cent over 1801, L. e, $18,055,000 in 1896 agalnst $10,534,000 In the
former year. éermany shows no advance over the ﬁgum of the year

*The German exports of clocks and watches and parts of watches,
guld. sllver, or any other material, amounted in 1880 to $1,808,800, In
891 to $2,689,000, and in 1895 to $1,737,000.

he Ameriean exports in these, while lower in 1801 by $1,000,000

than th of Germany, in 1896 were but about $100,000 behind the ex-

ports of Germany for 1803, the last year accessible for full information

upon German trade. America shows a progressive export, while Ger-
m&falls behind the exports of 1801 nem-iy $1,000,000.

rriages and cars and parts of ears 1% back from the figures

of 1891f over $2,000,000, but are still wns erably ahead of the ex-

™ lumjnaﬂni{hese here-named articles from the general list counted up

in Table I, we have machinery of all kinds, agricultural implements, in-

strumenta, and apparatus of all kinds left to set Inst German expor-

tations classified under the heading of machines, instruments, and ap-

aratus of all kinds. The amount for these exported in 1886
27, 203,000 ; for 1891, 836 509,000 ; for 1895, $47,147,000.
“The Ameri canexpo theaameuneapreunt thetoliowlngﬂgnm
Fiscal year—
Article.
1885, 1801. 1808.
Agricultural impl its - $2,387,000 | $3,210,000 | $4,644,000
Cyeles, and parts of : : 3,708,000
Instruments and apparatus for sclentifie
PUTDOSES. oo eeeeeeee et £30,000 | 1,576,000 | 2,717,000
megmnnhinn 2,505,000 2,859,000 3,051,000
Other 4,469,000 | 13,425,000 | 22,518,000
261,000 819,000 877,000
1,526,000 | 1,260,000
22,733,000 | 88,367,000
11,680,000 | 14,634,000
105 4.4

Fiscal year—
5 Calendar
Article. year

Brass and mmlacwm 11 SRS S ol [ (1N L $207,000 | §1,026,000

Copper manu 100,000 190,000 810,000
Iron and nael manufactures:

Cutlery. 112,000 146,000 188,000

TPRRBMETIND v o oo i it e i i 1,779,000 850,000 734,000

ders’ hardware, ete_ . _.___________ 2,466,000 | 3,838,000 | 6,140,000

Nails . 208,000 440,000 821,000

Stoves and ranges. - coeeeeeeeee-. e 106,000 248,000 304,000

All other. 2,284,000 | 3,087,000 | 8,198,000

Lamps, ete , 000 500,000 730,000

| R S S 7,940,000 | 10,534,000 | 18,955,000

Increase over preceding figures 2,604,000 | 8,421,000

Inerease. per cent._ 03 80

“ 1t will be seen that in these manufactures the German Increase in
the five years closing with 1895 was very small.
of the five years from 1886 to 1890, inclusiv
yet. The total increase ot the aver: of 1

of the five years of 18586 to 1891 is 7,000,000 or $1,666,000,
an increase of barely 3 per cent. The American Increase in the rts
of these manufactures has been prodigious. It is an increase of per

“ While 1801 shows yet a difference of $14,000,000 and of 38 per cent
below the exports of Germany, the ge r 1806, but five years later, shows
nnd 18} per eent below the export nﬁlm of Germany,
co erable as has been the increase in exports in in these
lines of goods. We have certainly reached n 1896 beyond e es. rts
of Germany for 1801, and even for 1804, when they were only 4,0
marks morethanlnlsel uamatincrea.aeoverm nft epreca&
has taken place in ex of this class in
“An equal show of industrial progress of the decnde Ior the closing
of which, to wlt. 1895, comparative data are at hand from the United
om and Germany, can made by reference to the output of coal
and pig iron.

IL.—Number of tons of coal and of pig iron produced in the United sf‘at?, a:ie United Kingdom, and Germany in the ten years from 1886 to 1895,
nclusice.

[2,240 pounds for the United States and United Kingdom, and metric tons of 2,200 pounds for Germany.]

United States. United Kingdom. Germany.
Year.
Coal. Pig iron. Coal. Pig fron. Coal. Pig iron.
Tons Percent.| Tons., |Percent. ons. Per cent.]| Tons. |Percent. Tons. Per cent.] Tons. |Perecent
1 e A T S WO N ST e | VA 4,044,5% |oooeennoo 159,851,418 |...... —| 7,415,460 73,675,500 8,687,400 | comcee.n
R LR ey AR TS 96,144,820 | ... 5,683,320 40 | 157,518,482 - 1.2 | 7,009,754 5.5 | 73,682,600 0.01 | 3,528,700 - 4.3
1887 110,727,906 15 6,417,148 18 162,119,812 2.9 | 7,550,618 7.8 | 76,232,600 3.4 4,024,000 14
i1 Ny S e e o 126,819, 406 14 6,489,738 1 169,935,219 .5 | 7,098,060 5.8 | 81,060,100 7.5 4,337,100 7.8
1889 126,007,780 - 7,603,642 17 176,916, T24 4.1 | 8,322,894 4 84,973,200 3.6 4,524,600 4.3
gL — 140,882,729 1.7 9,202,703 an 181,614,288 26| 7,004,214 5 89,290,800 5 4,658,500 | 3
1891 150,505,954 6. 8,279,870 -10 185,479,126 2.1 | 7,406,064 — 6.3 | 94,232,300 5.5 4,641,200 -4
RO e i i mm i 160,115,242 6.3 | 9,157,000 10.6 | 181,786,871 -2 6,709,255 — 0.4 | 92,544,100 | — 2 4,987,500 6.4
1803. 162,514,977 1.7 | 7,124,502 —22.1 | 164,825,795 — 0.6 | 6,970,990 4 95,426,100 3 4,986,000 1
1864 152,447,701 — 6.4 | 6,657,888 — 6.5 | 188,277,625 14 7,427,343 6.5 | 98,805,700 3.5 5,880,000 7.9
b1 I — b | W 13 9,440,308 42 189,661,362 A il (8 450 3.7
2P PR A et SR S oS ¢ Loy =S R T SIS oha i =) 819 43.9 34
& 1885-1805. B 1885-1804.
“ For Germany the output of coal takes in coal proper and lignites, a | IIL.—Quantity ¢f cotton consumed in the United States, ete.—Continued.
cies of coal no{: limﬂe &segot in thﬁo ‘Uf:{.hed ltl?tes or the U ted [
m as extensively as ermany, as now.
somewhat more marked and stead grogress is shown from the Year. EEE In- x}]ﬂnlted In- Germany. In-
Gen‘nan accounts from 1888 on, but still t e pmgrm is left away be- crease. gdom. | erease. crease.
hind by the progress made by the United 8
“k similar result do we get by a cnmpn.ri.son o! the gquantities of raw
terial consumed by the three countries in these textile industrles Pounds. |Peret.| Pounds. |Peret.
whlch ve the most employment to human labor—the cotton and wool }.m,g,m ﬂ:} ﬁ%ﬂﬁ ;g
stries. 542,332, = ,014, i
e submtt comparative tables of the number of pounds of cotton con- 1,192,1,58,;% 29.7) 498,401,200 3.4
sumed in the mu{;not the United States, the United Kingdom, and Ger- 1,548,221,808 30 550,528,200 12.3
many. This takes in all the cottons consumed for the United States, 1,558,758, 080 8| 687,584, 4.9
whether of American growth of foreign.
I11. —Qsaaut of cotton comsumed in the United States, the Uuited = o "
Kingdom, gnd Germany in each of the ten years from 1586 to 1895, 430, W, = 0,571,400 B, T A %9
“ The comparison, starting with 1886, shows for the United States an
United In- United In- In- | inerease of 39 per cent over 1 Great Britain of only 2.4 per een
Year. Btates erease, | EKingdom. |crease. Germany. |.raage. Germany of 65.9 cent, at as Germany's start Denmm b
base of 354,000,000 pounds, that of England from 1,517,000,000 pounds,
of the United States from 1,128, 000 pounds, it is natural that
Pounds. |Perect.| Pounds. |Perect Pounds. |Peret. | a peree.':ltaxe rease is very much larger for Germauy, alth h the
1886. .- -vrn----| 1,128,063,588 1,517,186, 720|. ... ..-.. - 854,127,400| .- | in pounds is not much over one-half of that of the United
1887, —12 | 1,498,822 304] — 1. 434,081,200 22.8 | States
1888, 11.8| 1,456,915, -2, 893,888,000 8.5 2 Eqnaﬂy impressive are the ﬂfures relating to the number of pounds
1889. - P | 1,659,859, 14 463,004, 25.8 | of rtproduced and retained bome consumption and the pounds
1890 9.5 1,578,853,860l — &5 408,605, 0 ! of Imported wools retained for home consumption by the three countries,
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IV.—Number of pounds of wool produced and retained for home consumption and number of pounds of wool imported and retained for home con-

sumption by the United States, the Unit

Kingdom, and Germany in each of the ten years from I885 to 1896, inclusice.

TUnited States. TUnited Kingdom. Germany.
‘Wool pro- Net im- Wool ‘Wool pro-
Year. dueed and | ports and mﬁgf& Wool pro- | imports m‘;ﬁmd dueed and Net r:;:it;;d
retained retained for con- | duced and | retained Tor parci retained | g0 T enit
for con- for con- e retained. for con- SuiDEHon for con- S enmsition
sumption. | sumption. b " sumption. P * | sumption. » A
301,853,000 | 129,084,000 | 424 404,000 | 151,505,000 | 284, 464,000 | 435,069,000 | 102,000,000 | 246,312,000 | 348,512,000
284,742,000 | 114,088,000 | 892,051,000 | 156,825,000 | 238,721,000 | 415,546,000 | ©9,000,000 | 252,604,000 | 851,804,000
268,077,000 | 118,558, 878,176,000 | 150,040,000 | 300,192,000 | 450,232,000 | 96,000,000 | 265,024,000 | 391,024,000
264,858,000 | 126,487,000 | 888,083,000 | 155,142,000 | 837,256,000 | 492,808,000 | 03,000,000 | 819,761,000 | 412,761,000
275,768,000 | 105,481,000 | 877,911,000 | 170,507,000 | 202,315,000 | 462,622,000 | 90,000,000 , 500,000 | 830,500,000
984,708,000 | 129,308,000 | 411,373,000 | 184,471,000 | 835,780,000 | 520,260,000 | 87,000,000 | 811,180,000 | 298,130,000
208,797,000 | 148,670,000 | 439,460,000 | 183,924,000 | 812,217,000 | 406,141,000 | 81,000,000 | 833,566, 457,860,000
303,061,000 | 172,433,000 | 471,276,000 | 174,601,000 | 831,578,000 | 506,179,000 | &1,000,000 | 291,604,000 | 872,004,000
%,ﬁ.% ﬁ,g.% gg.’ﬂg.% 167,274,000 | 359,541,000 | 526,815,000 | 80,000,000 | 349,005,000 | 429,905,000

¥ » ¥ L L] ' ettt
200,000,000 | 248,989,000 | 638,989,000 | 156,977,000 | 370,443,000 | 527,420,000 | 80,000,000 | 897,647,000 | 477,647,000

8 Calendar year.

“The data for this and the preceding comparative table I have taken
for the United States from the Statlstical Abstract of the United States
for the year 1896, for the United Kingdom from the Statistical Abstract
for the United Kingdom for the year 1896, and for Germany from Sta-
tistisches Jabrbuch fiir das Deufsche Reich fiir 1806. For the United
Kingdom and Germany I could not take the pounds of wool produced
and retalned for home consumption that were of domestic gro . The
figures are not given in these compilations. But I took the nearest ap-
Pmch to correctness, by taking the number of sheep which is %u

ished in the abstracts for Great Britain for each year, and multiplied
the number by 6, which is about the aver: of wool per sheep. his
is not absolutely correct, and may be somew above the actual yield.
It ig below the u{ie:d for the United States tg:r gheep, but it must be
borne in mind that while In Great Britain wool 1s washed on the
sheep’s back before shearing, American wool is mostly sold in the grease.

“ From these figures I deducted the number of pounds of wool of do-
mestie growth exported, and so got the net result of wool retained at
home for manufacturing purposes,

* For Germany I ha make a similar estimate. Here, however, 1
had not the years specially given. The census of sheep and of all live
stock is taken every ten years only. Now, it is not at all pecullar,
though it is noteworthf. that though all other live stock has increased
from the days of the sixties in Germany, sheep have decreased by more
than 50 per cent. The sheep In the sixties for the territory that now
comprises the German Empire were 28,000,000; in 1873 the first census
of live stock shows sheep numbered 25.000.060. or, strictly Bgeﬂ.ktug.
24,909,400. By 1883 they had fallen to 19,189,700, and 15893, the
tlt:!]nﬁsgg &%v!ng been taken on December 1, 1892, the number showed

* Now, taking 1892 as my base, I found in the ten years a decline of
5,600,000, and ﬁgurlngoohackward. I reduced for each year following
1892 the number by 500,000, and increased the number for the years
back of 1892 to that extent.

“ For Germany I also included the net amount of wool tops imported,
making due allowance for the difference in weight for tops to make them
equal to the greasy wool that has been consumed in their production.
I'or the United Kingdom this was not necessary, as the wool tops im-

rted would be nearly balanced by the exports, and the United States

o not figure in exports or imports of tops to any extent.

“ For the United States I have given the fiscal year ending with June
30, while in the United Kingdom and Germany the year ends with De-
cember 31. For 1805 I have taken, besides the al year for the
United States, an account of the calendar year ending December 31 in
the wool tables. This, besides making the year equal to that of the
two countries named, is necessary for another reason, use 1895 was
the full year of twelve months within which the tarif of 1804 was
operative In woolen goods and free wool.

“1 have the account of the wool produced and retained for consump-
tlon for the fiscal year in the Statistical Abstract, but for the calendar
year I had no aeccount, and I took into comsideration the decrease of
sheep reported for the year 1806 below that of 1895; and as that de-
crease was about 10 per cent, I reduced the wool produced and re-
tained for consumption about 5 per cent, ag i per cent would cover the
six months that are not part of the fiscal year 1803.

“ It is shown from the tabulation that 1803, the calendar year, con-
sumed more wool in the United States than was consumed in the United
Kingdom or Germany, although the prosperity of the woolen trade in
the United Kingdom in 1895 was of such a nature as had rs.relf been
geen within the memory of this generation in the Yorkshire district.

“ The saving clause has, however, to be borne in mind all the time, that
these wool statements are all for the wools as marketed, and not as they
yield In manufacturing. It is therefore impossible to make the com-

rison as correct as in cotton. A safer base would be, perhaps, to add

o the domestic wool retained for home consumption for Germany and
England a proportionate amount per sheep to hrlnf the comparison to
the American wool, but if we were to add, to br!ng t to that ratio, say,
1 pound per sheep, this would give an addition of 30, , and allow-
ing for the exports of domestic wools, an addition of about 25,000,000
4o the amount would perhaps cover that difference. Even then the ap-
roach of the United States to the wool consumption of Great Brit.aFn
s very close, making the excess of consumption of wool of the United
Kingdom but 15,000,000 pounds over that of the United States.”

Tﬁe PRESIDING OFFICER. The Lt}nestlon is on the amendment proposed
by the Benator from Missouri [Mr. Vest], to strike out pal aphs 366
and 867 and insert paragraph 283 of the existing law, which has been
heretofore read.

Mr. Vest. On that I call for the yeas and nays.
ttl'I"he lfeas and nays were ordered; and the SBecretary proceeded to eall

e roll.

Mr. DEpoE (when his name was called). I am palred with the Senator
frem Nebraska [Mr. Allen].

-

Mr. GEAR (when his name was called). I am paired with the Senator
from New Jersey [Mr. Smith]. If he were present, I should vote * nay.”

Mr. HAWLEY (when his name was cnl!ed}l. I am paired with the Sen-
ator from Tennessee [Mr. Bate].

Mr, McLAURIN (when his name was called). I am palred with the
Senator from North Carolina [Mr. Pritchard].

Mr, RAWLINS (when his name was called). I am paired with the Sen-
ator from Ohio [Mr. Hannal, and therefore withhold my vote.

Mr, TiLLMAN (when his name was called). I again announce my pair
with the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. Thurston]. g

Mr. WarreN (when his name was called). I am paired with the junior
Senator from Washington [Mr. Turner]. I see he is not in the Cham-
ber, and I therefore withhold my vote.

Mr. WELLINGTON (when his name was called). I agaln announce my
pair with the junior Senator from North Carolina [Mr. Butler].

The roll 1 was concluded.

Mr. HAWLEY. The Senator from South Carolina [Mr. McLaurin] and
I have agreed to transfer our pairs. He is paired with the Senator
from North Carolina [Mr. Pritchard], and I am paired with the Senator
from Tennessee [Mr. Bate]. 8 leaves the Senator from South Caro-
lina and me at liberty to vote. I vote * nay.”
votneﬁ:‘ Mer;;l:a’wnm. Under that arrangement I am at liberty to vote, and

Mr, Pasco (after having voted in the affirmative). I notice that the
Senator from &Vashlngton [Mr. Wilson], with whogn I am paired, has
not voted, and I therefore withdraw my vote.

The result was announced—yeas 22, nays 30, as follows:

YEAS—22,
Bacon Gorman Mallory Turpie
Caffery Gray Martin \'es?
Chilton Harris, Kans. Mills Walthall
Cla; Jones, Ark. Morgan White
Cockrell Kenney Pettus
Faulkner MeLaurin Roach

NAYS—30.
Allison Foraker McEnery Sewell
Burrows Fr{e Mantle Shoup
Carter Gallinger Penrose * Spooner
Chandler Hale Perkins Stewart
Clark Hawley Platt, Conn. Teller
Davis oar Platt, N. X. Wetmore
Elkins Lodge Proctor
Fairbanks McBride Quay

NOT VOTING—3T.

Aldrich Gear Mason Thurston
Allen George Mitchell Tillman
Baker Hanna Morrill Turner
Bate Hansbrough Murphy Warren
Berry Harris, Tenn. Nelson Wellington
Butler Heitfeld Pasco Wilson
Cannon Jones, Nev. Pettigrew Wolcott
Cullom {vle Pritchard
Daniel Lindsay Rawlins
Deboe MeMillan Smith

So the amendment of Mr. Vest was rejected.
%}:lle real;-ling otdthe ltllllr wgs éesumfd.

e next amendment of the Committee on Finance was, on P, 2
paragraph 368, line 5, after the word * shawls,” to étrlke aﬂsllet 11:116{;
comma ; and in line G, after the word * knitted,” to strike out * under-
weaiaaunéi ln?elgl" nrttcleg." sodg.s to dmsdi

“ 368. On clo , readys«nade, and articles of wearing appar
every descri t!on.mﬂcludlng shawls whether knitted orswor:-];n.ﬂa#é
knitted articles of every description, made up or manufactured wholly
or in part, etc.”

"}:ﬂe nmotndmenla wast agreed to. 126

e pext amendment was, on page , paragraph 368, line 7, after
the word * part,” to strike out * felts not woven and not p
vic;led fﬂ inmmmla:a&"th t that d t be di s

- LISON. a at amendment may sagreed to.

Mr, Joxes of Arkansas. What will be the effect of thag:".'

Mr. ALvisoN. To put those articles in the basket clause.

Mr. Joxes of Arkansas. At what rate? Forty-five per cent?

Mr. ALLISON. At 45 per cent, I think.

The PresIDING OFFICER. Without objeetion, the amendment will be
disagreed to. The Chalr hears none, and it is disagreed to.

The reading of the bill was resumed.

The next amendment of the Committee on Finance was, on page 126,
paragraph 868, lige 11, before the word * pound,” to strlke out “a"
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and insert “one; " and in line 12, before the words “ per centum,” to
strike out “s‘lxty“ and insert “ fifty-five,"” so as to make the

read :
= 368 On clothing, ready made, and articles of wearing apparel of
knitted

dﬂn lncluding shaw[s, whether

or woven, and

knlr{ed nrtlcT t every deser gtlon. made up or manufactured wholly

or in part, felts not woven and not specially

provided for in this act,

osed wholly or in part of wool, the duty per pound shall be four and

one-gnl.r times the duty im by this acton 1

pound of nnwashed wool

of the first class, and in addition therete 55 per cent ad val

The amendment was agreed

to.
Mr. VesT. Mr. President, I want to call attention to the effect of
classifi

this amendment in paragraph 368. Inth

cation on cloth-

g{ ready made, and artic es of wearing apparel of every description,
vn ned at not over 40 cents per pound, t e uty is 171.15 per cent; on

the next classification, of knit fabries, val
Eotmd. the duty is 140 per cent; and npun t!w
'y

ast specifica
valued at not over 80 cents gotmd. the duty is 203.48
cerf? in other words, if n. hat cm‘t’:r $ road and comes inte tﬁ:

conntrr. it is taxed * making it cost the

not over 40 cmats per
on, upon

American citizen, who

wants to cover his hend trom the weather, $6.50 on a foreign article

worth $2. It is 203.48 pe

rdinary,
ean be bo tshroadat$2.andﬂ?onlsl.wry
duty would be within 2centsof$l_50 I move

3 common hat which
E:oﬂ t abrond. The
strf.ke out the para-

graph and to insert paragraph 284 of the existing law.

PRESIDING 0 ICER. amendment
The SecreTARY. It is proposed to strike out
insert in lien thereof:

stated.
paragraph 368 and to

“ On clothing, ready-made, and articles of wearing a parel of every
description, made up or manufactured wholly or In ga & not speciall
'or

rovided for in this act, felts not spaclauy rovided

e foregoln com wholl rt
the camel, goa . paca, or oIL’ﬁer mls. mcl
rubber as a cmpomt material, 'n.lned at above

nthisnct.a
the hair of
tndln

zsr vcaelnt ad valnrem valued at less than $1.50 per ponngﬂ 4!!

The PrESIDING OFFICER. The question Is on
ment proposed by the Senator from Missourl.

agreeing to the amend-

Mr. VesT. On that I ask for the yeas and
The yeas and nays were o 'mm?ﬁcmpmdedto

call the roll.

Mr. DeBoB {when his name was called). I am paired with the Sena-

tor from Nebraska EH llen].
Mr. GRAY (when his name was ca.lled) I am
Benator from Illinols [Mr. COLLOM

paired with the semlor

Mr. Pasco (when name wna mllad{ a?ln announce my pair

with the Senator from ‘Washington [Mr.
I should vote * yea.”

he were present

Mr. Rawriss (when his name was ealled). The Senator from Iowa
Mr. Gear] will transfer his pair with the Senator from New Jersey
Mr, Smlth] to the Semator from Ohio Eur Ham.u], with whom I am

yea.”

pu.lred, nd the Senator from Iowa and
Mr. nmm (when his nume was_called),
Benator from Nebraska {I}:r. hurston].
Mr. WARREN (when name was called).
pair with the junior Senator from Wgs

will vate.

I vote ¢
am paired with the
ml.n announce my

Ihir er].
Mr. WeELLINGTON (when his name was announce Im;
pairrwlth the junior Senator from North Carollna. [‘)ﬁ Butler]. X
The mll call was concluded.

Davis. I desire to in if the Senator from Indiana [Mr.
Mr. . quire [

Turpie] has
'll:ﬂ: ]Pm:smnu OrricER. He has not voted, the Chalr is informed.
Mr, Davis. Being paired with that Senator, I wlthhold my vote,
Mr, Gean. I transfer my palr with the Senator fro ew Jerse
[Mr. 8mith] to the SBenator Ohio [Mr, Hanna], and will vote.
WtTehe lq:s{ﬂt was announced—yeas 20, nays 28, as follows:
YEAS—20.
Bacon Faulkner eLaurin Rawlins
Caffery Harris, Kans. allory Roach
Chilton Heitfeld Martin Vest
Cla Jones, Ark. Mills ‘Walthall
Cocirell Kenney Pettus White
NAYB—28,
Alll Fornker McEnery
Bur?g:lrs r{ Mantle Seweil
Carter G llnger Penrose Shoup
Chandler Gea Perkins Spooner
Clark Hnwley Platt, Conn. Stewart
Elkins If Platt, N. Y, Teller
Fairbanks McBride Proctor Wetmore
NOT VOTING—41.
Aldrich George MeMillan Thurston
Allen Gorman Mason il
Baker Gray Mitehell Turner
Bate Hale Morgan e
Boti Hinsbrough  Murphy Wellington
ggfﬁn Harris, Tenn. Nelson Wilson
Cullom Hoar Pasco Wolcott
Daniel i‘!{olies. Nev, %92[1:1: r‘tvl
e P
3:{'03 L!yndmy Smith

B0 Mr. Vest's amendment was rejected.

The reading of the bill was resumed Th
Committee on Finance was, in ph 8
the word * cents,” to strike

of the
].26i line 23, before
orty,” so as to

ke the ph rend.
¥ 369. "Eeﬁgﬂ‘n s'pandm braces, bandings, beltings, bind-

braids, gn.ﬁtms. %
3%3 cords and tassels, laces and other %&g‘rﬁnﬁlﬂe

whoily or in part of lace, embrolderies and articles embroldered by hand

or machinery, head nets, netting, buttons or barrel

buttons or buttons

of other torms for tassels or ornaments, and manufactures of wool orna-
mented with bendn or spangles of whatever material composed, any of
the foregolng made of wool or of which wool I8 a component nmteria

hether com in part of india rubber or
;ounaand per cent ad valorem.”

0 cents per-

AI..uson In line 23 I move to amend the committee amendment

out “ " and Inserting “ fifty ;" and in line 24 by strik-
ing"out “ e nnd nserting *“ fifty- ﬂve 80 a8 to reﬂd
Fifty cents per pound and 55 per cent ad valorem.’

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to.

The amendment as amended was agreed to,

Mr. Vesr. Without the amendment just adopted as proposed by the
Senator from Iowa, the duty upon the articles named in aragraph 3069

80 per cent ad valorem. With the addition he has made of 10 cents
it would be 100 per cent.

Mr. Arrisox. The committee reduced the ad valorem in line 24 to
55 per cent. The Senator from Missouri should take that into account.

Mr. Vesr. I did not notice that. I did not catch the last amend-
ment, The ad valorem is reduced from 60 to 55 per cent.

For the sake of argument I will take it at the rate of 80 per cent
ad valm-exz_:E which it unquestionably is. What is the practical result
of this of taxation? This parzu;ra h includes suspenders. 1 will
take that becanse it ts an article rdinary use by the male sex. TIor
a pair of P at 50 cents the price is increased io DO
cents at 80 per cent. It would cost a poor man who wants to buy a
aw ers worth 50 cents 00 cents instead of 50. Of course

American mannfacturer, because this s a protective duty—and
unless it increases the price. there is no protection in the paragrapbh—
goes just inside the tariff line and charges 85 cents, so that at the
very owest caleulation the consumer pays 35 cents mofe by reason of
u p{?!pmad legislation upon this article of ordinary and prime

BCess

I move to strike out ph 369 and insert paragraph 286 of the
existing law; and upon that I call for the yeas and nays.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment proposed by the Senator

from M!ssourl will be stated.
The SECRET. it is to strike out paragraph 360 and insert
in lien themo! the tollw!nx

| “0On w ‘bl.ngs. mnmderu, braces, beltings, bindin braids,
gullomu. ik %@ 3116 {:fssels. b‘};lm% tﬂmmti)%sé:,e‘ !nbc::.
Mtﬂ. nn ve ingl, ttons, er bar -

tons. oﬂiﬁ‘hm! 'or tassels or ornaments, any of the
olng which are e!.n nmatastl.c, nmde of w worsted, the

of the camel, goat, alpna, or other animals, or which wool.

warsted,thehairdtbacnmel,mt, alpaca,m'othera.nimmlsacom-
ponent material, 50 per cent ad valorem.

The PRESIDING Omcm‘l‘hsquuﬂonil agreeing to the amend-
g::ntotmmtw Hiuouﬂ.onwhlchtha}'mandmshm‘a

fmmdnmmnrdmvﬂ and the Becretary proceeded to call
therbl

Mr. Gear {when his name was called). I again transfer my pair with
the Senator from New Jersey [Mr. Smith] to the Senator from Ohio
[Mr. Hanna], and will vote. I vote “mna

Mr. GraY (when his name was called). I am paired wﬂ:h the senior
Bmtgn' from Illinois [Mr. CoLroM]. If he were present, I should vote

“ yea.

Mr. PrarT of New York (when his name was called). I am paired with
gh?dmlor I%enator from New York [Mr. Murphy], and therefore with-

old my vote.

Mr. Rawrins (when his name was ca.l]ed) I am pnlred with the Sen-
ator from Ohio [Mr. Hanna], but my pair has transferred to the
Senator from New Jersey [ l‘ Smlth]. and I wﬂl vote. I vote "52:'3”

Mr. SgweLL (when as called). I am paired with the
tor from Wisconsin [Mr Mltchell]

Mr. Wum&whenhhm me was called). I am paired with the junior
Senator from Washington [Mr. Turner

Mr. WELLINGTON (when name was called). I announce my
pair with the junior Senator from North Carolina [Mr. Butler]. If he
were present, I should w.-ta nay."

The roll call was
Mr. Trirmaw. I have a pair with the Senator from Nebraska [Mr.
Thurston].

Mr. Joxes of Arkansas. I am paired with the SBenator from Maine
[Mr. Hare], and therefore withhold my wvote.
The result was announced—yeas 23, nays 27, as follows :

. YEAB—23.
Bacon Gorman Martin Roach
Caffery Harris, Kans. Mills
Chilton Heitfeld Morgan Ves
Ch{*r Kenney Pasco Walthall
Cockrell McLaurin Pettus White
Faulkner Mallory Rawlins
NAYS—27.
Allison Foraker McBride Bhoup
Burrows Fr{u McEnery anﬂar
Carter Gallinger Penrose
Chandler Gear Perkins Teller
Davls Hawley Platt, Conn. Wetmore
Elkins Hoar Proctor Wilson
Fairbanks Lodge Quay
NOT VOTING—30.
Aldrich Deboe Lindsay Pritchard
Allen George MecMillan Bewell
Baker Gray Mantle Smith
Bate Hale Mason Thurston
Berry Hanna Mitchell Tillman
Butler :La.ubrongh Morrill Turner
Cannon Harris, Tenn. Murphy Warren
E}Iﬁk gFones. Allqu gal&on gﬂlunt ton
om Jones, Nev. ettigrew olco
Danlel Kyle Platt, N. X.

So Mr. Vest's amendment was rejected.
EXECUTIVE SESSION.

Mr. KEAN. I move that the Senate proceed to the consider-
ation of executive business.

The motion was agreed to, and the Senate proceeded to the
consideration of executive business., After five minutes spent
in executive session the doors were reopened, and (at 5 o'clock
and 10 minutes p. m.) the Senate adjourned until to-morrow,
‘Wednesday, May 5, 1909, at 11 o’clock a. m.
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NOMINATIONS.
Ezecutive nominations received by the Senate May 4, 1909,
ASSOCIATE JUSTICE OF SUPREME COURT OF ARIZONA.

Ernest W. Lewis, of Arizona, to be associate justice of the
supreme court of the Territory of Arizona, vice Richard EH.
Sloan, resigned,

AssociATE JusTicEs oF SupREME CoURT oF NEW MEXICO.

Alford W. Cooley, of New Mexico, to be associate justice of
the supreme court of the Territory of New Mexico, vice Edward
A. Mann, term expired.

Merritt C. Meecham, of New Mexico, to be associate justice of
the supreme court of the Territory of New Mexico (commenc-
ing July 1, 1909). An original vacancy provided by the act
approved March 3, 1909. (Public, No. 322.)

FirsT ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER OF PATENTS.

Cornelius C. Billings, of Brattleboro, Vt., now Assistant Com-
missioner of Patents, to be First Assistant Commissioner of
Patents, to take effect July 1, 1909, to fill a new office created
by act of Congress approved March 4, 1909. (Public, No. 326.)

ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER OF PATENTS.

Frederick A. Tennant, of Ripley, N. Y., now a law examiner
in the Patent Office, to be Assistant Commissioner of Patents, to
take effect July 1, 1909, vice Cornelius C. Billings, promoted.

UNITED STATES ATTORNEYS,

John I. Worthington, of Arkansas, to be United States at-
torney, western district of Arkansag, vice James K. Barnes,
deceased.

William G. Whipple, of Arkansas, to be United States at-
torney, eastern district of Arkansas. A reappointment, his term
having expired on February 22, 1909.

INDIAN INSPECTOR.

Frnest P. Holcombe, of Salt Lake City, Utah, now a special
inspector of the Department of the Interior, to be an Indian
inspector, vice Arthur M. Tinker, resigned. 2

PROMOTIONS IN THE ARMY.
MEDICAL CORPS.

Capt. Edward F. Geddings, Medical Corps, to be major from
January 15, 1909, vice Raymond, promoted.

Capt. Arthur W. Morse, Medical Corps, to be major from
February 26, 1909, vice Morris, retired from active service.

Capt. Frank C. Baker, Medical Corps, to be major from Feb-
ruary 26, 1909, vice Harris, promoted.

PROMOTIONS IN THE NAVY.

Surg. Philip Leach to be a medical inspector in the navy from
the 1st day of April, 1909, vice Medical Inspector Henry T.
Percy, deceased.

First Lieut. Thomas H. Brown to be a captain in the United
States Marine Corps from the 13th day of May, 1908, vice Capt.
Smedley D. Butler, promoted.

Lester E. Wass, a citizen of Massachusetts, to be a second
lieutenant in the United States Marine Corps from the 23d day
of April, 1909, to fill a vacancy existing in that grade on that
date.

Lieut. (Junior Grade) Austin 8. Kibbee to be a lieutenant in
the navy from the 3d day of February, 1908, to fill a vacancy
existing in that grade on that date.

POSTMASTERS,
ARKANSAS,

Richard P. Chitwood to be postmaster at Magazine, Ark.
Office became presidential April 1, 1909,

IDAHO.
Alfred J. Dunn to be postmaster at Wallace, Idaho, in place of
Alfred J. Dunn. Incumbent’s commissison expired December 14,
1908,
ILLINOIS.

A. C. Doyle to be postmaster at Cerro Gordo, Ill., in place of
Thomas J. Wimmer. Incumbent's commission expired February
23, 1909.

George W. Gaultney to be postmaster at Patoka, I1l. Office
became presidential April 1, 1909.

Noble 8. Songer to be postmaster at Iuka, I1l. Office became
presidential April 1, 1909, :

IOWA.

Delbert W. Duncan to be postmaster at Sioux Center, Iowa.

Office became presidential January 1, 1909.

MICHIGAN.

Alfred 8. Follansbee to be postmaster at Ontonagon, Mich,, in
place of Alfred S. Follansbee. Incumbent's commission expired
March 1, 1909.

OELAHOMA,

Thomas Fennell to be postmaster at Fort Towson, Okla.
Office became presidential April 1, 1909.

Walter E. Rathbun to be postmaster at Coalgate, Okla,, in
place of George 8. Gray. Incumbent’s commission expired Feb-
ruary 27, 1909,

PENNSYLVANIA.

Mary J. Russell to be postmaster at Vilas, Pa., in place of
Mary J. Russell. Incumbent’'s commission expired January 10,
1909.

CONFIRMATIONS.
Ezecutive nominations confirmed by the Senate May 4, 1909.
UKXKITED STATES JUDGE.

Thomas R. Lyons to be United States district judge, first
division, district of Alaska.

Civin SERVICE COMMISSIONER.

James Thomas Williams, jr.,, to be a civil service commis-
sioner,
CoNsUL.

Edward I. Nathan to be consul at Mersine, Turkey.
POSTMASTER.
OREGON.
C. B. Wilson, at Newberg, Oreg.

SENATE.
Webxespay, May 5, 1909.

The Senate met at 11 o'clock a. m.
Prayer by Rev. Ulysses G. B. Pierce, of the city of Washington.
The Journal of yesterday's proceedings wasread and approved.

FINDINGS OF THE COURT OF CLAIMS.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate com-
munications from the assistant clerk of the Court of Claims,
transmitting certified copies of the findings of fact filed by the
court in the following causes:

In the cause of Richard T. Goit and Benjamin N. Gott,
?ecgét;rs of Thomas N. Gott, deceased, v. United States (8. Doc.

0. -

In the cause of Willlam T. McKimmy, administrator of John
MecKimmy, deceased, v. United States (8. Doe. No. 31) ;

In the cause of the Rector, Wardens, and Vestry of St. Paul's
Episcopal Church, of Sharpsburg, Antietam Parish, Washing-
ton County, Md., v. United States (8. Doc. No. 36) ;

In the cause of the Trustees of Roper Church, of New Kent
County, Va., v. United States (8. Doc. No. 85) ;

In the cause of Lorenzo D. Corrick, administrator of Wil-
liam Corrick, deceased, v. United States (8. Doc. No. 33) ; and

In the cause of the Old School Baptist Church, of Upperville,
Va., v. United States (8. Doec. No. 34).

The foregoing findings were, with the accompanying papers,
referred to the Committee on Claims and ordered to be printed.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore presented the memorial of
Granville Lisherness, of North New Portland, Me., remonstrat-
ing against the imposition of a duty on nitrogen, which was or-
dered to lie on the table.

He also presented petitions of sundry citizens of Minnesota,
Illinols, Virginia, Ohio, Alabama, North Dakota, California,
Massachusetts, Montana, Pennsylvania, Wisconsin, Kentucky,
Louisiana, Nebraska, West Virginia, Maryland, Tennessee,
Iowa, Texas, New York, Idaho, North Carolina, Michigan, and
of the Territory of Alaska, praying for a reduction of the duty
to:b !raw and refined sugars, which were ordered to lie on the

e,

Mr. BURNHAM presented a petition of sundry employees
of the Wardwell Needle Company, of Lakeport, N. H., praying
for the retention of the proposed duty on hosiery, which was
ordered to lie on the table.

He also presented petitions of sundry citizens of Effingham .

Falls, Mill Village, Newport, and Boscawen, all in the State of
New Hampshire, praying for a reduction of the duty on raw
and refined sugars, which were ordered to lie on the table.
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